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Abstract of Thesis 
An Examination of the Analytic/Synthetic 
D i s t i n c t i o n with special reference to 
WoVoO. Quine. 
The thesis takes a fresh look at the Analytic/ 
Synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n and t r i e s to assess the force of 
the attack laiinched against i t by Quine, While, Waismann 
and otherso 
F i r s t a b r i e f h i s t o r y of the d i s t i n c t i o n i s given, 
which traces i t to i t s origins i n the writings of Leibniz 
and Kanto The use and scope of the d i s t i n c t i o n i n con-
temporary analytic philosophy i s explained and c r i t i c i z e d , 
and the part played by Wittgenstein's Tractatus i s exam-
ined o 
Quine's views on the d i s t i n c t i o n are stated and d i s -
cussed at some lengtho They are given a special attention; 
because they are seen to pose a profound challenge to the 
way. i n which the d i s t i n c t i o n i s normally drawn and employed 
i n modern philosophyo 
The debate between Quine and his opponents over the 
d i s t i n c t i o n i s stated and assessed, and the opinion put 
forward that Quine's main contentions are not refuted by 
t h e i r answer» 
The related topic of the adm i s s i b i l i t y of intensional 
concepts i s introducedo The disagreement of Quine with 
other philosophers concerning the nature of log i c a l t r u t h 
i s consideredo The opinions of Quine about the respective 
roles of experience and convention are contrasted with 
those of his opponentso 
Quine's suggested 'canonical notation' as a replacement 
of intensional language i s b r i e f l y stated and discussed. 
( i i ) 
The debatable character of some of Quine's contentions 
here does not c r u c i a l l y affect the essential part of his 
thesis ahout the graduation of a n a l y t i c i t y . 
The w r i t e r sympathizes with Quineo However, the 
issue i s s t i l l wery much an open one i n spite of the 
f a c t that Quine's views are not favourably received by 
the majority of philosophersc 
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H i s t o r i c a l Introduction 
This chapter gives a b r i e f history 
of the d i s t i n c t i o n , tracing i t to 
i t s origins i n the writings of Leib-
niz and Kanto I t s use and scope i n 
contemporary analytic philosophy i s 
explained and c r i t i c i z e d y and the 
part played by Wittgenstein's Tractatus 
i s examined. Quine s own views, to 
be considered i n l a t e r chapters, are 
introduced as a reaction to the opin-




Chapter The Attack on the Analytic/Synthetic 
I I D i s t i n c t i o n 
This chapter states and discusses 
Quine's attack on the d i s t i n c t i o n , 
and compares the nature and eatent 
of his attack with those made by 




I I I 
The Defence of the Di s t i n c t i o n 
This chapter examines the defence of 
the d i s t i n c t i o n made by Grice and 
Strawson,, and the opinion stated that 
Quine's main contentions are not r e -
futed by t h e i r answer. The related 




Chapter Intensionality» Synonymity and 
I V A n a l y t i c i t y 
This chapter considers the disa-
greement of Quine with other p h i l -
osophers concerning the nature of 
l o g i c a l t r u t h . The opinions of Quine 
about the respective roles of exper-
ience and convention are contrasted 




Chapter ' The Question of Intensionalitv Page 
V 
This chapter continues the theme 
of the f o u r t h chapter by explain-
ing Quine's suggested 'Canonical 
Notation' as a replacement of 
intensional languageo The extent 
of t h i s programme i s explained 
and c r i t i c i z e d o The debatable 
character of some of Quine's 
contentions here does not, i t i s 
suggested, touch the essential 
part of his thesis about the 
graduations of analyticityo 
An Examination of the Analytic/Synthetic D i s t i n c t i o n 
Chapter One 
H i s t o r i c a l Introduction 
The analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n , of which so 
much has been w r i t t e n i n recent philosophical l i t e r a t u r e 
since M. White, W.V. Quine, F. Waismannand others expressed 
t h e i r misgivings about i t i n the l a t e f o r t i e s and early 
f i f t i e s , has a long and established t r a d i t i o n behind i t . 
The t r a d i t i o n may explain why attempts to d i s c r e d i t the 
d i s t i n c t i o n have been generally received i n philosophical 
c i r c l e s with disapproval and almost disappointment. Many 
philosophers simply ignored them and went on making use 
of the d i s t i n c t i o n quite undisturbed by the attacks on i t . 
The terms themselves 'analytic' and 'synthetic' are 
due to Kant (1724-1804), but an e a r l i e r form of the 
d i s t i n c t i o n i s to be found i n Leibniz (1646-1716). Leibniz 
did not use the terms 'analytic' and 'synthetic', and 
cannot be said to have drawn the d i s t i n c t i o n subsequently 
made by Kant, But he used the terms 'necessary' and 
'contingent' to draw a d i f f e r e n t , but related d i s t i n c t i o n . 
For Leibniz, the d i s t i n c t i o n between 'necessary' 
and bontingent' divides a l l t r u t h s on the basis of how 
they are j u s t i f i e d and vindicated. I f when vin d i c a t i n g 
a t r u t h we f a l l back on the pr i n c i p l e s of contradiction 
and i d e n t i t y , then our t r u t h i s necessary: f o r Leibniz, 
a necessary t r u t h i s one which i s reducible to an i d e n t i t y 
and whose negation produces an express contradiction. On 
the other hand, i f we f a l l back on the p r i n c i p l e of 
s u f f i c i e n t reason, then the t r u t h i s contingent. According 
to Leibniz's p r i n c i p l e of s u f f i c i e n t reason, a contingent 
t r u t h possesses a good reason to be j u s t as i t i s and not 
otherwise, but could nevertheless be otherwise. That i s . 
2. 
i t could be negated without the r i s k of an e x p l i c i t 
c o ntradiction. 
Leibniz writes i n the Monadology^^^ : 
"31. Our reasonings are grounded upon two great p r i n c i p l e s , 
t h a t of contradiction, i n v i r t u e of which we judge false 
that which i s opposed or contradictory to the fa l s e ; 
32. And that of s u f f i c i e n t reason, i n v i r t u e of which 
we hold that there can be no f a c t r e a l or e x i s t i n g , no 
statement true unless there be a s u f f i c i e n t reason, why 
i t should be so and not otherwise, although these reasons 
usually cannot be known by us. 
33. There are also two kinds of t r u t h s , those of reason-
in g , and those of f a c t . Truths of reasoning are necessary 
and t h e i r opposite i s impossible: tr u t h s of fa c t are contin-
gent and t h e i r opposite i s possible. When a t r u t h i s nec-
essary, i t s reason can be found by analysis resolving i t 
i n t o more simple ideas and t r u t h s , u n t i l we come to those 
which are primary. 
35. I n short, there are simple ideas of which no def i n -
i t i o n can be given; these are also axions and postulates, 
i n a word, primary p r i n c i p l e s , which cannot be proved, and 
indeed have no need of proof; and these are i d e n t i c a l prop-
o s i t i o n s , whose opposite involves an express contradiction." 
I n the above passage Leibniz t e l l s us nothing about 
(a) the way we come to know these two kinds of t r u t h s , 
and whether we are to i d e n t i f y his d i s t i n c t i o n between 
necessary and contingent with the d i s t i n c t i o n between the 
a p r i o r i and the empirical, (b) the content or subject 
matter which the two types of truths purport to assert. 
1. I give section numbers; I have used Latta's trigaslation, 
p. 235. 
But the d i s t i n c t i o n i s clear with respect to our methods 
of v i n d i c a t i o n or confirmation of the two types of t r u t h , 
Leibniz, t o the best of my knowledge, does not make 
the d i s t i n c t i o n between a p r i o r i and a p o s t e r i o r i or em-
p i r i c a l knowledge, which Kant makes l a t e r . But he more 
often speaks about innate ideas and contrasts them with 
ideas derived from the senses. I n the New Essays, Leib-
niz explains innate ideas i n the following way^ "^ ^ : 
"...The senses, although necessary f o r a l l our own act-
ual knowledge, are not s u f f i c i e n t to give to us the whole 
of i t , since the senses never give anything except exam-
ples, that i s to say p a r t i c u l a r or i n d i v i d u a l t r u t h s . Now 
a l l the examples which confirm a general t r u t h , however 
numerous they be, do not su f f i c e to establish necessity 
of t h i s same truth;.Whence i t would seem that t r u t h s , 
such as are found i n pure mathematics and especially i n 
arithmetic and geometry, must have pri n c i p l e s the proof 
of which does not depend on examples, nor, consequently, 
on the testimony of the senses, although without the sen-
ses we would never take i t i n t o our heads to think of 
them..., and consequently then proof can only come from 
i n t e r n a l p r i n c i p l e s which are called innate..." 
For Leibniz I t i s these innate principles which make 
i t possible f o r human reason to grasp necessary t r u t h s ; 
and which d i s t i n g u i s h humans from the brutes who are cap-
able of empirical knowledge only. Of these innate ideas, 
Leibniz f u r t h e r says^ 
" I have always favored, as I do s t i l l the innate idea 
of God,... and consequently other innate ideas which can-
not come to us from the senses,..that there are ideas and 
p r i n c i p l e s which do not come to us from the senses, and 
which we f i n d i n us without forming them, although senses 
give us occasion to become conscious of them." 
1. I use Leibniz Selections. Ed. by P h i l i p P, Wiener 
page 369. 
2. Leibniz's Selections, pages 397,598. 
Again Leibniz says of the idea of God,^ "'"^  
" but t h i s idea i t s e l f does not cease to be i n the 
depths of our souls, without being placed there, as we 
s h a l l see, and the eternal laws of God are i n part en-
graved thereon i n a way s t i l l more l e g i b l e , and by a 
sort of i n s t i n c t . . . . " 
From these quotations, and especially due to his 
concession that his innate ideas s t i l l need the senses 
to be known, Leibniz's account of these innate ideas 
move rather close to Kant's a p r i o r i knowaedge. Thus 
innate ideas i n Leibniz could be understood as knowledge 
which i s not derived from senses. Yet, we cannot completely 
i d e n t i f y Leibniz's innate p r i n c i p l e s w i t h Kant's a p r i o r i 
knowledge. There i s at least t h i s much difference: Kant 
says that the concepts which we employ i n our a p r i o r i 
reasoning are drawn 6r taken from e x p e r i e n c e w h i l e 
Leibniz speaks of his innate ideas as engraved i n the 
depth of our souls by a sort of i n s t i n c t , that i s they 
are there a l l the time, although we might not be con-
scious of them. The senses only help us to become con-
scious of them. 
Innate ideas are not "to be confused with necessary 
t r u t h s , rather i t i s these innate ideas which make the 
knowledge of necessary t r u t h s possible. Leibniz would, 
no doubt, count the p r i n c i p l e of contradiction as one 
of those innate ideas, which everybody knows, although 
confusedly, and employs though unconsciously. 
1. Selections, page 3 9 9 . 
2. But of course f o r Kant, once those concepts are 
given, the human reason,"without being moved merely 
by the i d l e desire f o r exteat'and v a r i e t y of knowledge, 
proceeds impetuously, driven on by an inward need to 
questions such as cannot be answered by any empirical 
employment of reasons, or by prin c i p l e s thence derived." 
C r i t i q u e , B21. 
5 . 
However, he does make a f u r t h e r d i s t i n c t i o n between 
types of necessities: (a) absolute necessity; (b) hypo-
t h e t i c a l or consequential necessity. He makes t h i s i t 
i n order to show that his necessary/contingent d i s t i n c t i o n 
i s v a l i d not only with respect to l i m i t e d human knowledge 
but w i t h respect to God's knowledge as w e l l . He writes 
i n Discourse on Metaphysics^"^^ : 
I',we have said that the concept of an i n d i v i d u a l 
substance includes once and f o r a l l everything which can 
ever happen to i t and that i n considering t h i s concept 
one w i l l be able to see everything which can be derived 
from i t . But does i t not seem that i n t h i s way the 
difference between contingent and necessary truths w i l l 
be destroyed, that there w i l l be no place f o r human 
l i b e r t y , and that an absolute f a t a l i t y w i l l rule as well 
over a l l our actions as over a l l the rest of the events 
of the world? To t h i s I reply that a d i s t i n c t i o n must 
be made between that which i s c e r t a i n and that which i s 
necessary. Everyone grants that future contingencies are 
assured since God foresees them, but we do not say giiat 
because of that that they are necessary. But i t w i l l be 
objected, that i f any conclusions can be deduced i n f a l l i b l y . , , 
from some d e f i n i t i o n or concept, i t i s necessary; and now 
since we have maintained that everything which i s to 
happen to anyone i s already v i r t u a l l y included i n his 
nature or concept, as a l l the properties are contained 
i n the d e f i n i t i o n of a c i r c l e , therefore, the d i f f i c u l t y 
s t i l l remains. I n order to meet the objection completely, 
I say that the connection or sequence i s of two kinds: 
Leibniz Selections (ed. by P h i l i p P. Wiener) 
page 305o 
6. 
the one, absolutely necessary, whose contrary implies con-
t r a d i c t i o n , occurs i n the eternal v e r i t i e s l i k e the truths 
of geometry; the other i s necessary only ex hypothesi, 
and so to speak by accident, and i n i t s e l f i t i s contingent 
since the contrary i s not implied....'* 
By making t h i s f u r t h e r d i s t i n c t i o n between absolute 
necessity and necessity ex hypothesi, Leibniz manages to 
preserve his necessary/contingent d i s t i n c t i o n even w i t h 
regard to God's knowledge. Thus God w i l l not sustain 
negations of necessary t r u t h s , because those would be 
express contradictions; and God, being all-knowing and 
p e r f e c t , cannot sustain contradictions. He also makes 
i t quite clear that his d i s t i n c t i o n i s supposed to be 
between ways or grounds of confirming or v i n d i c a t i n g types 
of t r u t h : i f on i n d i c a t i n g a t r u t h we f a l l back on the 
p r i n c i p l e of contradiction, i t i s necessary; while i f i n 
doing so we f a l l back on the p r i n c i p l e of s u f f i c i e n t 
reason, i t i s contingent. This d i s t i n c t i o n i s not made 
i n terms of what the t r u t h i s about, because Leibniz 
believes that the concept of the subject includes a l l 
that can be asserted of i t , irrespective of whether we are 
dealing w i t h a necessary or contingent t r u t h . The only 
difference i s that man cannot i n f e r a l l the properties 
which are implied i n a given concept, while God can. 
Nor i s the d i s t i n c t i o n made i n terms of the ways we 
come to know or discover t I ^ l t h s , f o r i t i s meant to hold 
w i t h respect to God's knowledge as w e l l . This knowledge 
i s innate and ungained, and so o f f e r s no ground f o r a 
d i s t i n c t i o n between various ways of coming to know 
d i f f e r e n t types of t r u t h . 
How f a r does the p r i n c i p l e of contradiction r e a l l y 
serve Leibniz as a c r i t e r i o n or touchstone f o r his con-
cept of necessary t r u t h , taking t h i s i n the absolute 
sense ? 3n my opinion Pap has shown^ "*"^  quite con-
1. Semantics and Necessary Truth 
7 . 
c l u s i v e l y that Leibniz's c r i t e r i o n of necessary t r u t h 
can be shown to be eit h e r Circular or i n s u f f i c i e n t l y 
general. He considers the following example from prepos-
i t i o n a l l o g i c : 
(1) P > ( p v q ) 
Proposition (1) i s necessary f o r Leibniz, since 
f o r him geometry, arithmetic and log i c consist of such 
t r u t h s . So, according to his c r i t e r i o n f o r necessary 
t r u t h , we should be able to show that an e x p l i c i t con-
t r a d i c t i o n i s deducible from i t s negation. And t h i s 
deduction must be effected without the help of any 
other necessary proposition, since i t i s the very 
characterization of necessary tr u t h s that we are seeking. 
Consider how we should i n f a c t deduce such a contradiction 
from the negation of ( 1 ) . 
2 ^ ( p : > ( p v q ) ) Negation of (1) 
5 ^ (fv» p V (p V q)) Prom 2, by converting:7into 
V and 
4 (P • (p V Prom 3 by De Morgan Laws and 
law of double negation eli m i n -
a t i o n 
5 (P P»pj<l) From De Morgan laws and law 
of double negation elimination 
(5) i s an express contradiction; so ( 1 ) , of wtoich 
the negation led to ( 5 ) , i s a necessary t r u t h . Yet we 
must notice that i n order to arrive at the contradictL on 
(5) we used the f o l l o w i n g equivalences : 
( i ) jo ^  P = P; Law of double negation 
( i i ) (p V q) = ( ^ P. r-* q) : De Morgan Laws 
( i i i ) (p q) s (r^ P v q) : Law of converting 
i n t o V 
Pap says that i f (1) i s to be shown to be necessary 
i n Leibniz's sense without c i r c u l a r i t y , then these equiv-
alences must also be shown to be necessary i n the same 
sense: that i s , shown to be eit h e r d e f i n i t i o n a l i d e n t i t i e s 
('or' i s defined i n terms of 'not' and 'and'). But even 
8 . 
so ve are assuming and making use of the law of double 
negation, a law which i s not reducible to a d e f i n i t i o n a l 
i d e n t i t y . Thus Leibniz's c r i t e r i o n f o r necessary t r u t h 
can be saved from c i r c u l a r i t y only i f we are allowed to 
use eome premises which are not necessary i n his sense. 
But now his c r i t e r i o n i s too wide: an e x p l i c i t contrad-
i c t i o n can be deduced even from the denial of a contin-
gent proposition i f we are allowed to conjoin i t with 
suitable contingent premises. So (p:>p v q ) , vhich i s 
surely a good candidate f o r necessity, can only be shown 
to be so by t h i s c r i t e r i o n at the r i s k of tendering the 
c r i t e r i a i t s e l f too wide to be of any use. VThatever 
the defects of Leibniz's characterization of necessary 
t r u t h s may be, he has the c r e d i t or blame f o r being the 
f i r s t to draw the d i s t i n c t i o n i n such terms, and sub-
sequent philosophers have been influenced by him when 
drawing s i m i l a r d i s t i n c t i o n s . Moreover Leibniz's d i s t -
i n c t i o n seems precise and clear i f we compare i t with 
analogous d i s t i n c t i o n s such as Locke's d i s t i n c t i o n 
between c e r t a i n and probable knowledge, Hume's d i s t -
i n c t i o n between r e l a t i o n s of ideas and matters of fa c t and 
even Kant's d i s t i n c t i o n between analytic and synthetic 
judgements, I point out two ways i n vhich t l ^ s precision 
and c l a r i t y can be discerned. 
(1) The d i s t i n c t i o n i s one between types of trut h s i n 
terms of the wairs i n which we confirm or vindicate them; 
and i t i s meant t o divide a l l t r u t h s i n t o two n a t u r a l l y 
exclusive classes of necessary and contingent with respect 
to t h e i r fflocies of confirmation. 
(2) The law of contradiction which Leibniz o f f e r s as a 
c r i t e r i o n f o r his ij'haracterization of necessary t r u t h 
at l e a s t lacks the obscurity of the 'containment' c r i t e r i o n 
which Kant o f f e r s f o r the characterization of analytic 
judgements. 
9 . 
Kant draws his d i s t i n c t i o n between the analytic 
and the synthetic v/hen he considers the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
a p r i o r i knowledge. He maintains that although a l l our 
knowledge begins w i t h experience; yet there are f o r him 
c e r t a i n kinds of knowledge which are a p r i o r i i n the 
sense that they "leave the f i e l d of a l l possible exper-
iences and have the appearance of extending the scope 
of our judgements beyond a l l l i m i t s of experience, and 
t h i s by means of concepts to which no corresponding 
object can ever be given i n experience. I t i s precisely 
by means of the l a t t e r modes of knowledge, i n a realm 
beyond the world of the senses, where experience can 
y i e l d neither guidance nor correction, that our reason 
ca r r i e s on those enquiries which owing to t h e i r import-
ance we aonsider to be f a r more excellent, and i n t h e i r 
purpose f a r more l o f t y , than a l l that the understanding 
can learn i n the f i e l d of appearance. Indeed we prefer 
to run every r i s k of error rather than desist from such 
urgent enquiries, on the ground of t h e i r dubious charac-
t e r , or from disdain and indifference. These unavoidable 
problems set by pure reason i t s e l f are God, freedom and 
immortality.... 
Having thus put the question of how t h i s a p r i o r i 
knowledge i s possible, Kant asserts that i t i s possible 
i n the f o l l o w i n g way :-
1. F i r s t we form our concept from experience. 
2. Once we have gained those concepts from experience 
the reason can proceed by conceptual analysis to discover 
a p r i o r i t r u t h s from those concepts. 
Kant warns against the Platonist attempt to venture 
beyond the l i m i t s of experience i n t o the empty space of 
pure understanding. Thus the Kantian ap r i o r i / e m p i r i c a l 
d i s t i n c t i o n i s drawn w i t h i n the l i m i t s and framework of 
1. Numbers A3, B7 
10. 
experience. Kant w r i t e s : "The l i g h t dove cleaving 
the a i r i n her f r e e f l i g h t , and f e e l i n g i t s resistence, 
might imagine that i t s f l i g h t would be s t i l l easier i n 
empty space. I t was thus that Plato l e f t the world of the 
senses, as s e t t i n g too narrow l i m i t s to the understanding, 
and ventured out beyond i t on the wings of the ideas, i n 
the empty space of the pure understanding. He did not 
observe that w i t h a l l h is e f f o r t s he made no advance, 
meeting no resistence that might, as i t were, serve 
as a support upon which he could take a stand, to which 
he could apply his powers, and so set his understanding 
i n motion. I t i s , indeed, the common fat e of human 
reason t o complete i t s speculative s t r u c t u r e s a s 
speedily as may be, and only afterwards to enquire whether 
the foundations are r e l i a b l e .... But what keeps us, 
during the actual b u i l d i n g , free from a l l apprehension and 
suspicion, and f l a t t e r s us wi t h a seeming thoroughness, 
i s t h i s other circumstance, namely, that a great, perhaps 
the greatest, part of the business of our reason consists 
i n analysis of the concepts which we already have of 
6b.1ec'ts. This analysis supplies us wi t h a considerable 
body of knowledge, which, while nothing but explanation 
or e l u c i d a t i o n of what has already been tbpughilt i n our 
concepts, though i n a confused manner, i s yet prized as 
being, at least as regards i t s form, new i n s i g h t . But 
so f a r as the matter of content i s concerned, there has 
been no extension of our previously possessed concepts, 
but only an analysis of them..." 
I n t h i s and other passages, Eant keeps apart the 
two d i s t i n c t i o n s a p r i o r i / a p o s t e r i o r i and a n a l y t i c / 
synthetic. The former i s between ways we come to make 
1. Numbers A5,B9,A6 
2. By gaining t h e i r constituent concepts from experience. 
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judgements, while the l a t t e r i s between the content of 
;)udgements. Aa immediate problem i s how to reconcile the 
warning Kant gives here against the Flatonist attempt to 
transcentl a l l boundaries of experience, with the d i s t -
i n c t i o n drawn by him i n a preceding passage between 'pure* 
or absolute a p r i o r i ' which i s absolutely independent of 
a l l experience, and 'a p r i o r i knowledge which i s only i n -
dependent of t h i s or that p a r t i c u l a r experience. Kant 
makes t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i n the following passage 
" I n what follows, therefore, we s h a l l understand by 
a p r i o r i knowledge, not knowledge independent of t h i s or 
tha t experience, but knowledge absolutely independent of 
a l l experience. Opposed to i t i s empirical knowledge, 
which i s knowledge possible only a p o s t e r i o r i , that i s , 
through experience. A p r i o r i modes of knowledge are 
e n t i t l e d pure when there i s no admixture of anything 
empirical. Thus, f o r instance the proposition, 'every 
a l t e r a t i o n has i t s cause', while an a p r i o r i jBToposition 
i s not a pure proposition, because a l t e r a t i o n i s a concept 
which can be derived only from experience." For Kant 
the type of knowledge exemplified by the a l t e r a t i o n 
example, while a p r i o r i , i s not pure,becattse. i'kS cQ'ncepts 
can be derived only from experience. 'But so surely are 
a l l our concepts; they are a l l drawn frm experience. 
Conceptual analysis, as Kant states i n the quoted passage 
above though i t supplies us with a considerable body of 
knowledge, i s 'nothing but explanation or elucidation of 
what has already been thought i n our concepts, though i n 
a confused manner. 
We s h a l l see l a t e r how Quine defends the thesis that 
the d i s t i n c t i o n analytic/synthetic i s gradual, not ab-
solute. I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to notice here resemblances^^^ 
1. Number B3. ^ rr 4.^ 
2. There are also some verbal recurrences of Kantian 
terminology i n Quine, e.g. our knowledge refeiJfed to 
as f a b r i c a t i o n s . 
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between the turns of argument i n Quine and Kant. Here 
are two of them. 
1) Quine speaks^^^ of experiences as being the boundary 
condition of a l l possible knowledge ind i s c r i m i n a t i n g l y . 
This i s s i m i l a r to the Kantian notion that experience 
sets the l i m i t s of a l l f r u i t f u l thought; and that beyond 
experience there i s nothing but the emptiness of pure 
understanding i n which human thought does not possess -
to speak i n terms of Kant*s simile - the ca p a b i l i t y of 
motion due to the lack of f r i c t i o n a l support. 
2) Quine's most i n t e r e s t i n g theme i s that there are 
degrees or grades of a n a l y t i c i t y and a p r i o r i t y . We 
have seen that-Kant distinguishes between at least two 
types of a p r i o r i knowledge: that i s pure or absolute 
a p r i o r i knowledge, and impiire and dependent a p r i o r i 
knowledge, according to t h e i r relationship with ex-
perience, 
Kant draws the d i s t i n c t i o n between the analytic and 
the synthetic as a prelude to considering whether synthetic 
judgements a p r i o r i are possible. For Kant of course such 
judgements are possible. He wr i t e s i n the Critique s^^^ . 
" I n a l l judgements i n which the r e l a t i o n of a subject 
to a predicate i s thought, t h i s r e l a t i o n i s possible; 
i n two ways. Either the predicate B belongs to the 
subject A as something which i s (covertly) contained 
i n t h i s concept A, or B l i e s outside the concept A, 
although i t does indeed stand i n connection with i t . 
I n the one case I e n t i t l e the judgement ANALYTIC; i n 
the other SYNTHETIC. 
The former, as adding nothing through the predicate 
to the concept of the subject, but merely breaking i t 
i n t o those constituent concepts that have a l l along been 
1. Two Dogmas" 
2. Cr i t i q u e , numbers A7, B l l 
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thought i n i t , although confusedly, can also be e n t i t l e d 
e x p l i c a t i v e . The l a t t e r , on the other hand, adds to the 
concept of the subject a predicate which has not been 
i n anywise thought i n i t , and which no analysis could 
possibly extract from i t , and they may, therefore, be 
e n t i t l e d ampliative. 
I f I say f o r instance, " A l l bodies are extended", 
t h i s i s an analytic judgement, For I do not require 
to go beyond the concept which I connect with body, 
i n order to f i n d extension as bound up with i t . To 
meet w i t h t h i s predicate, I need merely to analyse t h i s 
concept, that i s to become conscious to myself of the 
manifold which I always think i n that concept. The judge-
ment i s , therefore, a n a l y t i c . But when I say " A l l bodies 
are heavy", the predicate i s something quite d i f f e r e n t 
from anything that I think i n the mere concept of body 
i n general, and the addition of such a predicate there-
fore y i e l d s a synthetic judgement" 
We can add another quotation^•'"^ 
..."That a body i s extended i s a proposition that holds 
a p r i o r i and i s not empirical. For, before appealing to 
experience, I have already i n the concept of body a l l 
conditions required f o r my judgements. I haveonly to 
extract from i t , i n accordance w i t h the p r i n c i p l e of 
con t r a d i c t i o n , the required predicate, and i n so doing can 
at the same time become conscious of the necessity of 
the judgement, and that i s what experience could never have 
taught me...." 
Let us consider the implications of these passages. 
1) The d i v i s i o n of judgements i n t o analytic and synthetic 
seems to be meant to exhaust a l l judgements, and the 
l a t t e r are conceived as consisting of subject and pred-
i c a t e . Whether judgements of subject/predicate form 
1. C r i t i q u e , number B 12 
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are i n f a c t the only type of judgements f o r Kant, i s 
not clear from the passage quoted. But i t i s clear that 
f o r Kant existence i s not a predicate, and so e x i s t e n t i a l 
statements or judgements are not of subject/predicate 
form. We could 'do bet t e r to i n t e r p r e t the a n a l y t i c / 
synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n as not covering a l l judgements, 
but only a subclass of them - a subclass always of the 
subject/predicate form. 
2) Kant seems to hesitate between two c r i t e r i a f o r anal-
y t i c i t y , namely containment and contradiction. No 
doubt he took the second from Leibniz, whose work had 
influenced his own philosophical up-bringing. But there 
i s an important difference : Leibniz used the pr i n c i p l e 
of c ontradiction as the ultimate basis of his *necessary 
t r u t h s ' ; Kant, on the other hand, confuses t h i s c r i t e r i o n 
w i t h the other c r i t e r i o n of containment and tal k s i n terms 
of both c r i t e r i a when his a t t e n t i o n i s i n fact engaged 
by the analysis of the subject of judgement and i n the 
endeavour to decide whether the predicate could or could 
not be extracted from the subject by such analysis. That 
i s t o say, Kant uses both c r i t e r i a when concerned with 
the sub^iect-matter of judgement, whereas Leibniz o r i g i n a l l y 
devised his c r i t e r i o n of contradiction with respect to 
the basis of v i n d i c a t i o n of necessary t r u t h 
3) I n contrast w i t h Leiniz, Kant's whole discussion of 
the d i s t i n c t i o n i s couched i n psychological language. We 
f i n d i n constant use such psychological phrases as 'being 
thought', 'concept of A', 'judgements', 'become conscious 
to m y s e l f , '... of the manifold which I always think i n 
that concept'. 
4) Kant's d r i t e r i o n of 'containment' i s obscure. The 
word 'contain' i s used metaphorically here and i s hard 
to understand i n any precise sense. I n the exampled 
he gives, Kant does not say j u s t how and why he considers 
the concept of extension as contained i n the concept 
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body whereas weight i s not so contained, and the 
c r i t e r i o n which he gives f o r deciding whether, given a 
concept A, concepts B^, Bg, B^, ... are contained i n 
A or not i s psychological. Moreover, i f the c r i t e r i o n 
of containment i s meant to provide a decision-procedure 
f o r s o r t i n g out analytic judgements from synthetic ones, 
then i t i s possible to give examples where t h i s c r i t e r i o n 
does not help at a l l , e.g. 
( i ) Antimony i s a metal 
( i i ) A whale i s a f i s h , 
i f the concept metal i s oo nsidered to be contained i n 
the concept of antimony; and the concept f i s h i n that of 
whale, then both are indeed a n a l y t i c , and otherwise are 
synthetic. But i t i s not easy to see how we are to 
decide the point. 
3) Kant's d i s t i n c t i o n cannot apply to judgements which 
assert existence, because existence i s not a predicate, 
and the d i s t i n c t i o n i s designed to apply to judgements 
of subject/predicate forms. The d i s t i n c t i o n cannot apply 
to a r e l a t i o n a l statement, e.g. 2 + 2 = A, because these 
statements do not consist of subjects and predicates. 
However, 2 + 2 = 4 would be an example of a synthetic 
a p r i o r i judgement f o r Kant, because according to him 
the concept 4 i s not included i n the concept of the sum 
of 2 + 2. But i t i s d i f f i c u l t to see how t h i s would f i t 
i n t o h i s analysis i n terms of subject and predicate. 
These points are s u f f i c i e n t , I th i n k , to show that Kant's 
characterization of a n a l y t i c i t y i s not wholly sat i s f a c t o r y . 
He neither succeeds i n defining the notion precisely, nor 
manages to give i t an unambiguous application. 
There i s s t i l l a great deal of controversy and d i s -
agreement among philosophers about the d e f i n i t i o n and 
a p p l i c a b i l i t y of the concept of a n a l y t i c i t y . Views on 
t h i s notion range from, the one extreme where i t claimed 
that the notion cannot even i n p r i n c i p l e be precisely 
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defined, to the other extreme which claims that the 
d i s t i n c t i o n i s p e r f e c t l y clear and undoubtedly v a l i d ; 
and there i s a whole spectrum of opinions between. White, 
Quine, Waisman, Tarski, Groodman and others represent the 
f i r s t extreme; and Grice, Strawson, Ayer, Carnap and 
others represent the second. I t i s the second type of 
opinion that i s , by and large, dominant w i t h i n the Anglo-
Saxon t r a d i t i o n of philosophy i n B r i t a i n , the United States 
and elsewhere. As I said, the analytic/synthetic d i s t -
i n c t i o n has a long t r a d i t i o n behind i t ; and the views of 
the second group are more or less a continuation of that 
t r a d i t i o n . The views of Quine and his 'fellow revolut-
i o n a r i e s ' , as they have been termed^^^ constitute a break 
w i t h that t r a d i t i o n and a reaction against the over-
working of the d i s t i n c t i o n i n some modern analytic p h i l -
osophy and i n some wr i t i n g s concerned with philosophy of 
science... The views of Quine who leads the most vigorous 
and sustained attack.m the d i s t i n c t i o n , can be seen as a 
reaction to those of the neo p o s i t i v i s t s - especially 
Carnap - who i n s i s t on drawing a sharp and absolute d i s t -
i n c t i o n between sentences or statements with respect to 
t h e i r a n a l y t i c i t y or ssmtheticity. 
The reader might have noticed that i n the previous 
pages and up to now, I . have not been e x p l i c i t with respect 
to a very important po i n t : and that i s what i s i t exactly 
that the correlated terms 'analytic' and 'synthetic' mark 
a d i s t i n c t i o n between ? We have seen : (a) that Leibniz 
used h i s correlated terms 'necessary' and'contingent' to 
mark, not so much a d i s t i n c t i o n between kinds of truths 
as between ways or modes of j u s t i f y i n g or v i n d i c a t i n g types 
of t r u t h s ; (b) Kant distinguishes between kinds of judge-
ments wi t h respect to t h e i r subject-matter (c) Ayer and 
1. White used the phrase to r e f e r to the group of 
philosophers, including Quine, who shares his views 
on the analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n . See his paper, 
The Analytic and the Synthetic : an Untenable Dualism. 
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others speak about statements as analytic or synthetic 
w i t h respect to t h e i r ways of confirmation. 
But (d) f o r Strawson the d i s t i n c t i o n should be con-
strued as applying to statements and not to sentences 
and (e) f o r Quine the d i s t i n c t i o n i s one between senten-
ces. 
Perhaps much of the confusion about the question of 
the analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n i s due to the f a c t 
that the point about what the d i s t i n c t i o n i s supposed to 
be between, has not, to the best of my knowledge, been 
brought up c l e a r l y and e x p l i c i t l y : i s i t a d i s t i n c t i o n 
between (a) t r u t h s ( i ) ways of coming to know them ( i i ) 
ways of v i n d i c a t i n g them ( i i i ) what they are about 
(b) statements^•'•^ ( i ) ways of confirming them ( i i ) t h e i r 
subject-matter ( i i ) ways of coming to know what they are 
about. 
(c) sentences ( i ) ways of confirming them ( i i ) t h e i r sub-
ject-matter ( i i l ) ways of coming to know what they are 
about. 
(d) propositions ( i ) ways of confirming them ( i i ) t h e i r 
subject-matter ( i i i ) ways of coming to know what they 
are about. 
(e) judgements ( i ) ways of confirming them ( i i ) t h e i r 
subject-matter ( i i i ) ways of coming to know what they 
are about. 
BefQre I give my opinion on the point i t would,per-
hpps be relevant to say a word of explanation concerning 
the meanings of the terms 'sentence','statement' and prop-
o s i t i o n , how they are related to one another and to the 
concept of t r u t h . The d e f i n i t i o n of the concept of t r u t h 
i t s e l f i s by no means an easy task. But l e t us say i n 
vague terms that the t r u t h of a sentence, a statement, a 
proposition or a judgement i s some that has nothing todowth 
1. I n Strawson's sense which comprises a sentence and 
i t s sense and i t s context of utterence. See his I n -
troduction to Logical Theory. Chapter One. 
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whatever e x t r a l i n g u i s t i c and objective things that those 
terms denote or nonnote. 
Strawson^^^ considers the d i s t i n c t i o n between sent-
ences and statements i n the following way : F i r s t of a l l 
he distinguishes between (a) sentence (b) i t s utterence 
(c) the context of i t s utterence or the use to which the 
sentence i s put. For instance, consider Strawson's 
examples, 
(a) > ( i ) ' I am under s i x feet t a l l ' 
( i i ) ' I am over s i x feet t a l l ' 
(b) ( i ) 'The conductor i s married' 
( i i ) 'The conductor i s a bachelor' 
Strawson regards these two pairs of examples as 
c o n s t i t u t i n g instances of 'sentences'; i n a sense of the 
term which, i t seems to me, excludes (a) the whole or net 
meaning or sense of the sequence of words which constitute 
i t . (b) the utterence of them (c) the context i n ^ i c h 
they are put. Thus i n t h i s sense, the sentence i s reduced 
to no more than a mere sequence or series of words. How 
i t i s possible to i d e n t i f y sentences i n t h i s sense, 
Strawson does not consider. He says that i f these two 
pairs of sentences were w r i t t e n An a blackboard, then i t 
would not be appropriate to say that they are inconsist-
ant, or even tha t they are true or f a l s e . Terms of 
l o g i c a l appraisal are not to be applied to seiitences i n 
his sense of the word. They are applicable to statements 
only. What does Strawson mean by a statement ? He means 
by i t (a) a sentence i n a narrow syntactical sense (b) 
with a c e r t a i n meaning (c) uttered i n a certain context 
(d) by a c e r t a i n person. He writes 
.,l',.(a) when we use tBi^words of l o g i c a l appraisal, 
what i s i t exactly that we are appraising? and (b) how 
1, I n t r o d u c t i o n to Logical Theory, page 5. 
2. In t r o d u c t i o n t o Logical Theory, page 5. 
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how does l o g i c a l appraisal become possible? That i s , 
we s h a l l ask: What i s i t exactly that we declare to be 
inconsistent? and: what makes inconsistency possible? 
I have spoken of statements as being inconsistent with 
each other; and there i s a temptation to think that 
i n t h i s context we mean by a statement the same thing 
as a sentence. But suppose I write on the blackboard 
the f o l l o w i n g two sentences : ( i ) ' I am under s i x feet 
t a l l ' and ' I am over s i x feet t a l l ' ; ( i i ) 'The conduc-
t o r i s a bachelor' and 'The conductor i s married'. I n 
w r i t i n g the sentences on the blackboard, I have, of course, 
not contradicted myself; f o r I may have w r i t t e n them 
there w i t h a purely i l l u s t r a t i v e i n t e n t i o n i n giving 
an English lesson. Someone might say : Nevertheless, 
the sentences i n each pair are inconsistent with each 
other. But what would t h i s mean? Would i t mean that i f 
they were ever uttered w i t h the i n t e n t i o n of making a 
statement, an inconsistency would result? But suppose 
the f i r s t two sentences were uttered by d i f f e r e n t people, 
or by the same person at an i n t e r v a l of years; and that 
the second time sentences were uttered i n d i f f e r e n t om-
nibuses, or i n the same omnibus, but on d i f f e r e n t days. 
Then there would be no indonsistency.,." 
True, i f Strawson or anybody else j u s t wrote these 
two pairs of sentences without u t t e r i n g , pondering or 
otherwise maintaining" them, then he would not be held 
to have contradicted himself. But i t i s equally true 
that there i s a sense i n which these two pairs of sent-
ences might nevertheless, be said to be inconsistent with 
each other, namely i f we so define a sentence as a group 
of words which convey a f u l l or complete meaning^^^ to the 
reader i f only w r i t t e n and to the hearer i f only uttered. 
1.. What I mean by f u l l or complete meaning here i s that 
f o r instance i f we say that "That man,." and stop, we 
i n v i t e the f u r t h e r question 'What about him'; but i f 
we complete; "That man i s a philosopher" then the sent-
ence conveys a f u l l meaning. 
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I f I enter a classroom and f i n d these two pairs of 
sentences w r i t t e n on i t s blackboard, i t i s most probable 
that I w i l l think to myself that these two examples are 
w r i t t e n as a demonstration of inconsistency. Strawson 
continues i n the same page : 
"... E a r l i e r , I paraphrased 'seeing that two statem^' 
are inconsistent' as 'seeing that they cannot both be 
true together'. And i t i s clear that that of which we 
can say that i t i s true or false i s also that of which 
we can say that i t i s consistent or inconsistent with 
another of i t s kind. What these examples show i s that 
we cannot i d e n t i f y that which i s true or false (the 
statement) w i t h the sentence used i n making i t ; f o r the 
same sentence may be used to make quite d i f f e r e n t state-
ments, some of them true and some of them f a l s e . And 
t h i s does not arise from any ambiguity i n the sentence. 
The sentence may have a single meaning which i s preeisely 
what, as i n these cases,allows i t to be used to make quite 
d i f f e r e n t statements. So i t w i l l not do to i d e n t i f y the 
statement e i t h e r w i t h the sentence or with the meaning 
of the sentence. A p a r t i c u l a r statement i s i d e n t i f i e d , 
not only by reference to the words used, but also by 
reference to the circumstances i n which they are used, 
and, sometimes, to the i d e n t i t y of the person using them... 
I n the passages quoted above, Strawson doesnot f i n d 
i t f easible to consider words of l o g i c a l appraisal l i k e 
•consistent', 'true', 'inconsistent' and so on as predic-
able of sentences, because apparently he does not consider 
the meaning which a sentence may happen to express to 
contribute towards counting i t as a sentence i n the f i r s t 
place. I n my opinion, a sentence should be defined as 
a group of words (which at least includes a subject and 
a verb) which convey a complete meaning. I t i s only by 
such d e f i n i t i o n s t h a t we can d i f f e r e n t i a t e a sentence from 
a mere group of words, a phrase or a clause. But on the 
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other hand i f we define a sentence as a group of words 
consisting of at least a subject and a verb and convey a 
complete meaning to a readier who may ^se his eyes to read 
them or use some other tangible methods such as those 
which are employed by the b l i n d or to a hearer i f they 
are u t t e r e d , then i t i s quite tenable to describe 
Strawson's two pairs of sentences as inconsistent, and 
that each p a i r consists of a t r u t h and a falsehood, that 
i s i f one sentence of a p a i r i s tr u e , the other i s f a l s e . 
Thus i n t h i s way i t i s possible to attach words of l o g i c a l 
appraisal to sentence and predicate t r u t h or f a l s i t y of 
them. I f i t i s possible to predicate t r u t h and f a l s i t y 
of sentences, then i t goes without saying that they are 
predicated of statements i n Strawson's sense, that i s a 
statement i s a sentence uttered by a person i n a particular.: 
context which includes the place and time of utterence. 
Thus i f a sentence i s a group of words endowed! with 
significance then a statement i s a sentence uttered by 
a person i n a c e r t a i n place at a p a r t i c u l a r time. 
I f t r u t h i s predicable of sentences and statements, 
what about propositions and judgements ? I s i t predicable 
of these as w e l l ? Before we can answer t h i s question, 
we need to investigate the f u r t h e r questions : What are. 
propositions ? What are judgements ? These are notoriously 
complicated questions; but perhaps we do not need to go 
i n t o them f o r our present enquiry. We can avoid discussing 
the nature of propositions, by saying they are whatever 
stands f o r that q u a l i t y which two sentences either of 
the samelanguage or of two d i f f e r e n t languages which d i s -
play 'likeness of meaning', or 'sameness of meaning' or 
' i d e n t i t y of meaning'. These l a s t three expressions are 
a l l , without exception. Very d i f f i c u l t notions; so they 
can hardly be said to characterize 'proposition'; but i t 
i s hoped that they w i l l give some idea of what we are 
t a l k i n g about when we use the word. 
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I n t h i s perspective, propoa. t i o n s ^ ^ ^ then have 
something to do w i t h the meaning of sentence; so what-
ever may be the d e f i n i t i o n of a proposition, the notion 
of meaning i s basic to i t , i t i s a complete meaning that 
constitutes a d e f i n i t e thought or a d e f i n i t e judgement, 
and thus i t i s possible to predicate t r u t h bf them. 
As f o r judgements and b e l i e f s , i t i s quite a common 
practice to predicate t r u t h of them. After a l l i t i s very 
d i f f i c u l t to encounter tr u t h s as objects i n outside r e a l i t y . 
For R u s s e l l ^ ^ \ a world of pure matter does not contain 
t r u t h s ot falsehoods. Truth i s essentially a r e l a t i o n 
between a mind (subject) and a complex of objects severally 
thus 'Desdemona loves Othello' i s true , because there i s 
a f a c t which corresponds to i t , namely that Desdemona 
loves Othello. A si m i l a r account can be given f o r the 
re l a t i o n s h i p between believing and t r u t h . Whatever be 
thought of Russell's Correspondence Theory of t r u t h f o r 
which the example was devised, we can say that t r u t h i s 
predicated of b e l i e f s and judgements. 
Now, i f i t i s correct that t r u t h i s i n fa c t predicablp 
of sentences, statements, propositions, judgements and 
b e l i e f s , then i t i s f a r better i f we consider the a n a l y t i c / 
synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n as one which i n i t i a l l y and prima r i l y 
holds between types of t r u t h s ; and holds of sentences, 
statements, propositions judgements and b e l i e f s only i n 
a secondary or derivative sense. I t doesnot r e a l l y matter 
whether we speak of the analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n as 
one between sentences, statements, propositions or judgemestsr^ 
I said e a r l i e r that a t r u t h as such i s a t r u t h as 
1. What a proposition i s , i s quite d i f f i c u l t to answer, 
and we could fare b e t t e r i f we managed to f i n d a means 
of avoiding t h i s . 
2. The Problems of Philosophy. Chapter X I I . 
23. 
such and cannot be sorted i n t o classes. But i t can be 
sorted i n t o classes w i t h respect to one of the three 
points, namely : 
( i ) ways of coming to know or discover, 
( i i ) ways of v i n d i c a t i n g them, 
( i i i ) what they are about or t h e i r subject-matter. 
We have seen that f o r Leibniz, the d i s t i n c t i o n be-
tween the necessary and the contingent i s contrued to be 
one between ways of v i n d i c a t i n g types of t r u t j i s ; i f on 
v i n d i c a t i n g a t r u t h we f a l l back on the p r i n c i p l e of con-
t r a d i c t i o n , the t r u t h i s necessary, but i f we f a l l back 
on the p r i n c i p l e of s u f f i c i e n t reason, then i t i s conting-
ent. But we have seen also that f o r Kant the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between the analytic and the synthetic i s one between 
what judgements are about or what i s t h e i r subject-matter. 
However, i n more recent philosophical l i t e r a t u r e , e . g . 
i n Carnap and Ayer and even Quine, the three terms 'nec-
essary', 'analytic* and 'a p r i o r i ' are seen as more or 
less co-extensive, and sometimes i d e n t i c a l . These recent 
philosophers construe the d i s t i n c t i o n s between the nec-
essary and the contingent, the a p r i o r i and the empirical, 
and the analytic and the synthetic, as holding pri m a r i l y 
between ways of confirming kinds of truths and secondarily 
or d e r i v a t i v e l y between ways of confirming statements. I 
myself do not see. the three d i s t i n c t i o n s as co-extensive 
or i d e n t i c a l , and of the three d i s t i n c t i o n s I prefer the 
a p r i o r i / e m p i r i c a l one as has been drawn by Kant. I n my 
opinion, Quine's thesis i s not so much that there are deg-
rees or graduations of a n a l y t i c i t y , as i t i s that there 
are degrees of a p r i o r i t y or independence from experience, 
i n the sense that experience, even i n p r i n c i p l e , cannot 
fe f u t e i t . 
A f t er t h i s i n e v i t a b l y very b r i e f and over-smmplified 
consideration of the d i s t i n c t i o n between the analytic and 
synthetic i n Kant, I must now consider how the d i s t i n c t i o n . 
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i s construed i n recent analytic philosophy. I s h a l l 
consider, very b r i e f l y , how the d i s t i n c t i o n i s made by 
Schlick, Pap, Russell, Ayer and Wittgenstein. Carnap's 
views, which are very s i m i l a r to those of Schlick and 
Ayer, though d i f f e r e n t i n terminology, w i l l be consid-
ered i n the f o u r t h chapter. I n connection with t h i s 
d i s t i n c t i o n , as i s no doubt the case with many other 
issues i n the so-called l i n g u i s t i c philosophy, Wittgen-
s t e i n stands out as a father figure.. He does not use 
the Kantian terminology of "analytic" and "synthetic", 
but invents the important concept of tautology and uses 
i t to give his own version of the Kantian d i s t i n c t i o n . 
I n Wittgenstein, tauiologous propositions are contrasted 
w i t h propositions about 'what i s the case'. I t w i l l be 
seen l a t e r that Quine and his colleagues are more or less 
reacting to the way i n which these recent philosophers, 
especially the ne o p o s i t i v i s t group of Ayer and Carnap, 
draw the Kantian d i s t i n c t i o n . 
I n recent analytic and l i n g u i s t i c philosophy, two 
versions^"^^ of the Kantian analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n 
have gained wide acceptance. They are due to Schlick and 
Pap. 
Schlick draws his version of the d i s t i n c t i o n from 
Kant, He i n t e r p r e t s Kant's phrase, 'the predicate i a 
contained i n the subject' as saying that the predicate i s 
part of the d e f i n i t i o n of the subject i n an analytic jud-
f 2^  
gement. Schlick wiPites^ '"A judgement i s analytic i f the 
ground f o r i t s t r u t h l i e s solely i n the d e f i n i t i o n s of 
the terms which occur i n i t . Consequently, one may 
1, Waismann discusses the views of Schlick, Pap and others 
i n h i s series of papers entitled'Analytic/Synthetic i n 
Analysis i n the early f i f t i e s . Waismann expresses his 
dissent from them. a l l . 
2. I take the quotation from Waismann:'Inalytic/Synthetic 
I ' Analysis, 1950. Waismann i s t r a n s l a t i n g from Schlickfe 
Allgemaine Erkenntuislchre. 
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say w i t h Kant that analytic judgements rest upon the law 
of contradiction, they derive from d e f i n i t i o n s by means of 
t h i s law". Obviously, what Schlick wants to say i s that a 
judgement i s analytic i f i t follows from d e f i n i t i o n s by 
means of l o g i c a l inference only. 
However, Schlick i s more e x p l i c i t on t h i s view of 
a n a l y t i c i t y on the following passage 
" . . I n the case of analytic statements i t i s well known 
that the question of t h e i r v a l i d i t y constitutes no problem. 
They hold a p r i o r i ; one cannot and should not t r y to look 
to experience f o r proof of t h e i r correctness f o r they say 
nothing whatever about objects of experience. For t h i s 
reason only"formal' t r u t h " pertains to them, i.e.,. they are 
not "true" because they correctly express some f a c t . What 
makes them.true i s j u s t t h e i r being correctly constructed, 
i . e . t h e i r standing i n agreement with out a r b i t r a r y estab-
lished d e f i n i t i o n s " . 
What Schlick means by 'our a r b i t r a r y established def-
i n i t i o n s i n the above passage i s some kind of conventional 
l i n g u i s t i c rules which, he suggests govern our word usage. 
Nothing more i s needed f o r the apprehension of analytic 
statement^than the understanding of t h e i r meanings.If one 
does not readily see the a n a l y t i c i t y of an analytic state-
ment, t h i s should be a t t r i b u t e d to one's lack of grasping 
(o) 
the r e a l meaning of that sentence. Schlick writes :^  ' 
"...One may not suppose that I could comprehend a 
statement as such and s t i l l be i n doubt concerning i t s 
analytic character. For i f i t i s analytic I have under-
stood i t only when I have understood i t as analytic. To 
understand means nothing else, that is.j: than to be clear 
about the rules governing the use of the words i n question; 
but i t i s precisely these rules of Hsage that make state-
ments an a l y t i c . I f I do not know whether a complex of 
1. 'The Foundation of Knowledge^ by Schlick i n Logical 
Positivism ed. by Ayer, page 223» 
2. 'The Foimdation of Knowledge' page 22i+o 
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words c o n s t i t u t e s an a n a l y t i c statement or not, t h i s 
simply means t h a t a t t h a t moment I lack the r u l e s of 
usage o o o • " 
The question of the nature of a n a l y t i c t r u t h i s d i s -
cussed i n the f o u r t h chapter. There Quine attacks the 
l i n g u i s t i c and c o n v e n t i o n a l i s t i c conception of a n a l y t i c i t y 
as advocated by S c h l i c k , Carnap and Ayer; so I am not going 
t o discuss Schlick's viev/s on the subject here. 
Pap, on the other hand, gives t h i s account i 
" o o . I t i s widely held t h a t i f a statement i s i n -
d u b i t a b l y true or "necessary", i t s t r u t h can be established 
by semantic a n a l y s i s ; but such a statement i s said to 
conurey only i n f o r m a t i o n about the use of language and ' 
not about e m p i r i c a l existence. The "necessary" statements 
r e f e r r e d to are, of course, the f a m i l i a r a n a l y t i c s t a t e -
ments, such as the statement " a l l s p insters are unmarried". 
A n a l y t i c statement^ then, have no e x i s t e n t i a l imports 
and may be roughly characterized as statements whose t r u t h 
f o l l o w s from the very meaning of t h e i r terras". Pap's 
account bears a great s i m i l a r i t y t o t h a t of Prege; and i t 
could very w e l l be t h a t Pap has been influenced by Prege i n 
t h i s respect. 
(2) 
I n The Foundation of A r i t h m e t i c ^ ' ^ ^ Prege says t h a t the 
en q u i r i e s which have been c a l l e d f o r by the need vigour 
i n mathematics and l o g i c , have been p a r t l y prompted by the 
search f o r ansAvers t o questions r a i s e d about the nature of 
a r i t h m e t i c a l t r u t h s ; are they a p r i o r i or a p o s t e r i o r i ? 
a n a l y t i c or s y n t h e t i c ? Prege goes on t o make the important 
d i s t i n c t i o n between the content of a judgement and i t s 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n . He w r i t e s s 
I 0 ' I ndubitable E x i s t e n t i a l Statements' Mind 19U6. 
2. itC.L. Austin's T r a n s l a t i o n . 
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"These d i s t i n c t i o n s between a p r i o r i and a p o s t e r i o r i , 
a n a l y t i c and s y n t h e t i c concern, as I see i t , not the con-
t e n t of the ;judgement, "but the j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r making 
the judgemento Where there i s no such j u s t i f i c a t i o n , the 
p o s s i b i l i t y of drawing the d i s t i n c t i o n s vanisheso When 
we say of a p r o p o s i t i o n t h a t i t i s a p r i o r i ; t h i s i s not 
a judgement about the content of the propositiono Rather 
i t i s a judgement about the u l t i m a t e ground upon which 
r e s t s the j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r holding i t t o be trueo The 
problem becomes i n f a c t t h a t of f i n d i n g the proof of the 
p r o p o s i t i o n , and of f o l l o w i n g i t up back to the p r i m i t i v e 
t r u t h s o I f i n c a r r y i n g out t h i s process, we come only 
on general l o g i c a l laws and on d e f i n i t i o n s , then the t r u t h 
i s an a n a l y t i c one, bearing i n mind t h a t we must take 
account also of a l l p r o p o s i t i o n s upon which the admissib-
i l i t y of any of the d e f i n i t i o n s dependso I f , however, i t 
i s impossible t o give the proof without making use of 
t r u t h s which are not of a general l o g i c a l nature; but 
belong t o the sphere of some sp e c i a l science then the 
p r o p o s i t i o n i s a s y n t h e t i c oneo"^ ' 
By drawing the d i s t i n c t i o n i n terms of how we j u s t i f y 
judgements r a t h e r than i n terras of what t h e i r subject 
matter i s , Frege moves closer to the L e i b n i z i a n d i s t i n c t i o n 
between necessary and contingent t r u t h s , andavay from 
Kant, even though h i s terminology i s s t i l l Kantian* More-
over, what he says i s hardly comparible w i t h the Kantian 
d i s t i n c t i o n , as he denies the p o s s i b l i t y of drawing the 
d i s t i n c t i o n s i n terms of the content of the judgementso 
Russell's way of drawing the a n a l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c 
d i s t i n c t i o n i s r a t h e r s i m i l a r t o Kant'so Russell says^^^ 
t h a t i f we say ( i ) {k b a l d poet i s a poet', ( i i ) 'A b a l d 
man is; a man', ( i l i ) ' A plane f i g u r e i s a f i g u r e ' , we make 
pu r e l y a n a l y t i c judgements: "the subject spoken about i s 
1 o The Foundation, page 
2 o The Problems, page 8 2 o 
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having a t l e a s t two p r o p e r t i e s of which one i s singled out 
to be asserted of i t . Such pr o p o s i t i o n s as the above are 
t r i v i a l , and would never be enexonciated i n r e a l l i f e except 
by an o r a t o r preparing the way f o r a piece of s o p h i s t r y . 
They are c a l l e d ' a n a l y t i c * because the predicate i s obtained 
by merely analysing the s u b j e c t " . 
As a matter of f a c t , Russell gives the above account 
of a n a l y t i c i t y as a mere restatement of Kant's account of 
the notion.. His terminology i s Kantian-he speaks of 'judge-
ments', the 'analysis of t h e i r content', and of the c r i t e r i o n 
of containment, and a l s o - i n another paragraph-he r e f e r s to 
the p r i n c i p l e of c o n t r a d i c t i o n as a c r i t e r i o n of a n a l y t i c i t y . 
He thus reproduces a l l the e s s e n t i a l features of the Kantian 
account, yet I do not t h i n k t h a t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s com-
p l e t e l y congruent w i t h Kant's words or i n t e n t i o n s . To begin 
w i t h , I do not t h i n k Kant would agree t h a t a n a l y t i c judgements 
are t r i v i a l , or a t l e a s t i n the way Russell's examples suggest. 
Kant d i d indeed say of aiAytic judgements t h a t t h e i r pred-
i c a t e s add n o t h i n g through the predicate to the concept 
of the s u b j e c t . Yet, as h i s example of ' a l l bodies are 
extended' seems to suggest, he regards these a n a l y t i c 
judgements as p l a y i n g an important e x p l i c a t i v e f u n c t i o n . 
Although i n t h i s example i t i s t r u e t h a t the concept of 
extension i s contained i n the concept of body, yet we need 
to c a r r y out a process of analysis i n order t o become con-
scious t o ourselves of the f a c t . Secondly, whereas Russell 
gives examples i n which the subject consists e s s e n t i a l l y of 
two concepts A and B, one of which i s asserted or predicated 
of the compound subject, Kant i n v a r i a b l y speaks of the subject 
as c o n s i s t i n g of one concept, say C, of which another con-
cept, say D, i s asserted or predicated. I n order t o c l a s s i f y 
a judgement as a n a l y t i c by Kant, D must be contained i n C. 
I n other words while f o r Russell ' A l l AB are A' i s the 
p a t t e r n , f o r Kant i t i s ' A l l X i s Y '. 
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Again, when Russell says t h a t , eogo 
AB:>A ( 1 ) 
i s t r i v i a l , he s u r e l y does not wish t o suggest th a t a l l 
t r u t h s of pure mathematics and l o g i c are t r i v i a l ; because 
a l l such t r u t h s seem t o e x h i b i t a s i m i l a r type of t r i v i a l -
i t y o Consider the commutative law A + B = B + A, or the 
a s s o c i a t i v e law (A + B) + C = A + (B + C); or consider 
some p r i m i t i v e axioms and theorems of pure geometry, l i k e 
the f o r m a l , d e f i n i t i o n s of ' p o i n t ' , ' s t r a i g h t l i n e ' , 'plane', 
or 'a p o i n t between two points'o Do we not f i n d ourselves 
confronted i n such contexts w i t h the same k i n d of p l a t i t u d e 
and t r i v i a l i t y ? 
Russell might have wanted t o say, f o l l o w i n g Kant, 
t h a t the i n f o r m a t i o n we gather from the predicate of 
a n a l y t i c judgements i s unimportant or redundanto But 
how can he then account f o r the f a c t t h a t pure mathematics 
and l o g i c are i n t e r e s t i n g , i n f o r m a t i v e , and i n countless 
instances even s u r p r i s i n g and d e l i g h t f u l ? Yet i t i s out 
of such p r i m i t i v e notions such as 'containment', which go 
on t o make example ( l ) t h a t the whole e d i f i c e of pure math-
ematics and l o g i c i s composed. When Russell says a n a l y t i c 
judgements are not met w i t h i n " r e a l l i f e except by an 
or a t o r preparing the way f o r a piece of s o p h i s t r y " , he could 
e i t h e r mean t h a t mathematical r e l a t i o n s are not p a r t of r e a l 
l i f e or t h a t , although r e a l , they do not deserve any serious 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n ; and whichever of these two p o s s i b i l i t i e s he 
maintains i s untenable, and s u r e l y a l i e n t o Russell's own 
b e l i e f s . 
Rather more important f o r Russell i s the a p r i o r i / 
e m p i r i c a l d i s t i n c t i o n o H e makes i t guite clear t h a t he r e -
gards t h i s as a d i s t i n c t i o n between d i f f e r e n t ways of j u s t -
i f y i n g judgements.If i n confirming a judgement we do not 
have recourse t o experience,the judgement i s a p r i o r i ; b u t i f 
we do have such recourse, then the judgement i s e m p i r i c a l . 
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Like Kant, Russell maintains t h a t there i s no a p r i o r i 
knowledge which transcends a l l l i m i t s of experience: 
He w r i t e s ^ ' ' ^ 
"On the other hand, even tha t p a r t of our knowledge which 
i s l o g i c a l l y independent of experience ( i n the sense that 
experience cannot prove i t ) i s yet e l i c i t e d and caused by 
experience. I t i s on occasion of p a r t i c u l a r experience 
t h a t we become aware of the general laws which t h e i r 
connexions, exemplify. I t v/ould c e r t a i n l y be absurd 
to suppose t h a t there are innate p r i n c i p l e s i n the sense 
t h a t babies are born vath a knowledge of everything which 
men know and which cannot be deduced from what i s exper-
ienced..... The phrase 'a p r i o r i ' i s less objectionable, 
and i s more usual i n modern w r i t e r s . Thus, while a d m i t t i n g 
t h a t a l l knowledge i s e l i c i t e d and caused by experience, 
we s h a l l nevertheless hold t h a t some knowledge i s a p r i o r i , 
i n the sense t h a t the experience which makes us t h i n k of 
i t does not s u f f i c e to prove i t , but merely so d i r e c t s 
our a t t e n t i o n t h a t we see i t s t r u t h without r e q u i r i n g any 
proof from experience". 
Then Russell d i s t i n g u i s h e s c l e a r l y between the a n a l y t i c / 
s y n t h e t i c and a p r i o r i / e m p i r i c a l d i s t i n c t i o n s i n the above 
passages; and he d i s t i n g u i s h e s between these d i s t i n c t i o n s 
and the f u r t h e r d i s t i n c t i o n between necessary p r o p o s i t i o n s . 
By c o n t r a s t , S c h l i c k , Carnap and Ayer i d e n t i f y the three 
d i s t i n c t i o n s . Por them a l l a p r i o r i and necessary knowledge 
i s a n a l y t i c ; and f o r a l l non-analytic knowledge they normally 
use the term e m p i r i c a l . According t o t h e i r p r i n c i p l e of 
c o n f i r m a t i o n ^ a statement i s meaningful i f and only i f 
i t i s e i t h e r a n a l y t i c or e m p i r i c a l l y confirmable. The 
l a t t e r c r i t e r i o n means t h a t some observation statements are 
e n t a i l e d by the statement e i t h e r i n i t s own r i g h t or i n 
1 . The Problems, page 7ko 
2 . I p r e f e r t o use the word 'confirm' r a t h e r than the worfi 
' v e r i f y ' because the l a t t e r i s a stranger word implying 
conclusive c o n f i r m a t i o n . 
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c o n j u n c t i o n w i t h other observation statements. Ayer 
amends h i s p r i n c i p l e of v e r i f i c a t i o n i n the i n t r o d u c t i o n 
of the second e d i t i o n of h i s Language. Truth and Logic 
t o read i n the f o l l o w i n g manner, i n order t o meet various 
obj e c t i o n s against h i s previous f o r m u l a t i o n of the p r i n -
c i p l e ; He writes^'''^ s-
" I propose t o say t h a t a statement i s d i r e c t l y 
v e r i f i a b l e i f i t i s e i t h e r i t s e l f an observation-statement, 
or i s such t h a t i n conjunction w i t h one or more observation-
statements i t e n t a i l s a t l e a s t one observation-statement 
which i s not deducible from these other premises alone, and 
I propose t o say t h a t a statement i s i n d i r e c t l y v e r i f i a b l e 
i f i t s a t i s f i e s the f o l l o w i n g c o n d i t i o n s : f i r s t , t h a t i n 
c o n j u n c t i o n w i t h c e r t a i n other prem.ises i t e n t a i l s one or 
more d i r e c t l y v e r i f i a b l e statements which are not deducible 
from these otherpremises alone, and secondly, t h a t these 
other premises do not include any statement t h a t i s not 
e i t h e r a n a l y t i c , or d i r e c t l y v e r i f i a b l e , or capable of 
being independently established as i n d i r e c t l y v e r i f i a b l e . 
And I can now reformulate the p r i n c i p l e of v e r i f i c a t i o n 
as r e q u i r i n g of a l i t e r a l l y meaningful statement, which i s 
not a n a l y t i c , t h a t i t should be e i t h e r d i r e c t l y or i n d i r e c t l y 
v e r i f i a b l e , i n the f o regoing sense." 
I n another passage, Ayer makes the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of 
these three d i s t i n c t i o n s even more e x p l i c i t : he w r i t e s , 
" I n saying t h a t the c e r t a i n t y of a p r i o r i propositions 
depends upon the f a c t t h a t they are t a u t o l o g i e s , I use 
the word 'tautology' i n such a way t h a t a p r o p o s i t i o n can 
be said t o be a tautology i f i t i s a n a l y t i c ; and I hold 
t h a t a p r o p o s i t i o n i s a n a l y t i c i f i t i s true s o l e l y i n 
v i r t u e of the meaning of i t s c o n s t i t u e n t sjrmbols, and 
Cannot th e r e f o r e be e i t h e r confirmed or r e f u t e d by any f a c t 
of experience." 
1. Language, page 13» 
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I n the next page, Ayer i d e n t i f i e s • a p r i o r i ' and 
• a n a l y t i c ' with 'necessary'. He writes : 
"Just as i t i s a mistake to i d e n t i f y a p r i o r i prop-
os i t i o n s with empirical propositions about language, so 
I now think that i t i s a mistake to say that they are 
themselves l i n g u i s t i c r u l e s . Por apart from the f a c t 
that they can properly be said to be true, which l i n g -
u i s t i c rules cannot, they are distinguished also by 
being necessary, whereas l i n g u i s t i c r u l e s are a r b i t r a r y . " 
But a more important feature of the neopositivist's 
concept of a n a l y t i c i t y , e s p e c i a l l y that associated with 
Carnap and Ayer i s t h e i r reduction of i t to l i n g u i s t i c 
convention. Ayer writes 
"... The p r i n c i p l e s of logic and mathematics are true 
u n i v e r s a l l y simply because we never allow them to be 
anything e l s e . . . And the reason for t h i s i s that we 
cannot abandon them without contradicting ourselves, 
without sinning against the ru l e s which govern the use 
of language..." 
This l i n g u i s t i c conventionalism doctrine of anal-
y t i c i t y i s even more crude and e x p l i c i t i n Carnap's so-
c a l l e d p r i n c i p l e of tolerance: "In l o g i c there are no 
morals. Everybody i s at l i b e r t y to build up h i s own 
l o g i c " ^ ^ ^ 
Nowadays some versions of t h i s l i n g u i s t i c conception 
of a n a l y t i c i t y command a great deal of popularity within 
the AnglorSazon t r a d i t i o n of philosophy i n B r i t a i n , the 
States and i n various English-speaking countries. 
There i s no doubt'that Wittgenstein's early views 
as shown i n h i s Tractatus Logico-PhilosophicuSt have 
been a notable s t a r t i n g point for t h i s t r a d i t i o n of 
philosophy. But i t i s not easy to determine whether 
the l i n g u i s t i c - c o n v e n t i o n a l i s t i c t h e s i s of a n a l y t i c i t y 
as developed by Camap and Ayer could i n f a c t be regarded 
1. Language, Chapter 4, page 77. 
2. The Logical Syntax of Language, 17. 
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as originating from the Tractatus. One thing, however, 
i s quite c e r t a i n : the concept of tautology, which i s a 
c r i t e r i o n of a n a l y t i c i t y for almost a l l those who regard 
the analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n as cl e a r and v a l i d , 
taken from Wittgenstein's Tractatus. Russell, for instance, 
admits f r e e l y that the concept of 'tautology' i s due to 
Wittgenstein. He wrote i n 1919 
" I t i s c l e a r that the d e f i n i t i o n of 'logic' or 
'mathematics' must be sought by trying to give a new 
d e f i n i t i o n of the old notion of "a n a l y t i c " propositions. 
Although we can no longer be s a t i s f i e d to define l o g i c a l 
propositions as those that follow fiom the law of contra-
d i c t i o n , we can and must s t i l l admit that they are a 
wholly d i f f e r e n t c l a s s of propositions from those that 
we come to know empirically. They a l l have the charac-
t e r i s t i c which, a moment ago, we agreed to c a l l "tautology". 
This, combined with the f a c t that they can be expressed 
wholly i n terms of variables and l o g i c a l constants (a 
l o g i c a l constant being something ^ i c h remains constant 
i n a proposition even when a l l i t s constituents are 
changed)-will give the d e f i n i t i o n of logic or pure math-
ematics. For the moment, I do not know how to define 
"Tautology". I t would be easy to offer a defini t i o n which 
might seem s a t i s f a c t o r y for a while; but I know of none 
that I f e e l to be s a t i s f a c t o r y , i n spite of feeling 
thoroughly f a m i l i a r with the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of which a 
d e f i n i t i o n i s wanted. At t h i s point, therefore, for the 
moment, we reach the f r o n t i e r of knowledge on our back-
ward journey into the l o g i c a l foundations of mathematics'. 
I n a footnote on the same page, Russell writes the 
following ! 
"The importance of "tautology" for a d e f i n i t i o n of 
Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy, page 204. 
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mathematics was pointed out to me by my former pupil 
Ludwig Wittgenstein, who was working on the problem... "^^^ 
Wittgenstein himself says i n the Tractatus. that 
l o g i c cannot be concerned with what i s the case, that i s 
of a f f a i r s " ^ ^ ^ 
"A state of a f f a i r s (a state of things) i s a combin-
ation of objects (things)"^^^ 
"In logic nothing i s accidental...."^^^ 
"... I t i s c l e a r , however, that logic has nothing 
to do with the question whether our world r e a l l y i s l i k e 
that or not"^^^ 
Yet when Wittgenstein speaks of logic as having 
nothing to do with the f a c t s about the world, he does 
not seem to mean that logic i s an arbitrary fabrication 
of the human mind, which has nothing objective about i t . 
On the contrary, he draws a definite relationship between 
log i c and r e a l i t y : 
"Logical sentences describe the scaffolding of the 
world or rather they present i t . They treat of nothing. 
They presuppose that names have reference, and atomic 
sentences have sense. And t h i s i s their connection with 
the world. I t i s c l e a r that i t must show something about 
the world that c e r t a i n combinations of symbols which 
e s s e n t i a l l y have, a defin i t e character - are tautologies -
Herein l i e s the decisive point; we s a i d that i n the symbols 
which we use, something i s arb i t r a r y , something not. I n 
lo g i c only the l a t t e r expresses; but t h i s means that i n 
l o g i c , i t i s not we who express, by means of signs, what 
we want, but i n logic the nature of the e s s e n t i a l l y necpssary.: 
signs i t s e l f assents. That i s to say i f we know the logipal.; 
1. Introduction, page 204. 
7/e shall, see l a t e r , when we consider Varnap that he, 
too has taken the concept of tautology, as character-
i s t i c of an a l y t i c sentences from Wittgenstein. 
2. Tractatus 2. 
3. " 2.01 
I : !i Hih 
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syntax of any sign language, then a l l the theses of 
logic are already given" 
I t i s , however, rather d i f f i c u l t to comprehend 
what the exact r e l a t i o n between logic and the world i s 
i n Wittgenstein. I t seems that when he says that logic 
has nothing to do with the question of what the world 
i s l i k e , he means that l o g i c cannot "say" anything about 
the world, and "say" here i s used i n a special technical 
sense, namely to express something f a c t u a l . The extinction 
between what can be said and what cannot be said i s very 
important i n Wittgenstein. Whatever can be said i s a 
picture; and a picture i s a f a c t , a state of a f f a i r s . 
Since l o g i c a l truths are tautological, they are unsayable; 
they can only be "shown" or "represented". They are shown 
or represented through t h e i r relationship with the gram-
mar of language. Wittgenstein i d e n t i f i e s the aggregate 
of l o g i c a l truths, which he sometimes describes as the 
configuration of l o g i c a l space or as the l o g i c a l form of 
r e a l i t y , with the grammar of language. By the grammar 
of language, Wittgenstein seems to mean, as Maslow^^^ 
has pointed out, the formal conditions necessary for the 
application of a language i n a possible world. Witt-
genstein writes^^^s 
"6.1 The propositions of logic are tautologies 
6.11 Therefore the propositions of logic say nothing 
(they are the a n a l y t i c propositions) 
6.12 The f a c t that the propositions of logic are 
tautologies shows the formal-logical-properties 
of language and the world". 
These Wittgenstein notions have exerted great i n -
fluence on the members of the Vienna C i r c l e , and a l l 
subsequent philosophy. Yet, i t i s not very easy to 
1. Tractatus, 6.i24 (Fear's and Guiness's Translation.!. 
2. A. MiaslowiA study i n Wittgenstein's Tractatus 
3. Tractatus, page liiaL . 
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determine to what extent one could i d e n t i f y these 
views with those who hold, l i k e Carnap and Ayer, that 
mathematical truths are l i n g u i s t i c conventions. A 
f u l l i nvestigation of these points, although quite 
relevant, would take us too f a r , and the es s e n t i a l 
points I wanted to make i n t h i s chapter are: 
1) That the analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n i s one of long 
philosophical t r a d i t i o n , to which Leibniz and Eant i n 
p a r t i c u l a r have contributed. 
2) That i t has been sometimes confused with the different, 
but r e l a t e d , d i s t i n c t i o n s between ( i ) Necessary and con-
tingent propositions ( i i ) A pnori and empirical or a 
p o s t e r i o r i propositions. 
3) That a l l these three d i s t i n c t i o n s can be drawn, and 
i n f a c t are drawn by different philosophers, i n three 
ways 
( i ) with respect to the content or subject matter of a 
pro position 
( i i ) with respect to the ways of confirming or j u s t i f y i n g 
i t 
( i i i ) with respect to the ways we know or become acqusdnted 
with i t 
4) Although the d i s t i n c t i o n i s drawn by a majority of 
modem analy t i c philosophers, and i n pa r t i c u l a r by Witt-
genstein and R u s s e l l , yet Quine, vrtkose views on anal-
y t i c i t y are central to t h i s t h e s i s , d irects h i s misgivings 
about the concept mainly against the account given of i t 
by n e o p o s i t i v i s t s l i k e Camap and Ayer. This point w i l l 
become c l e a r i n the coming chapters e s p e c i a l l y the fourth 
one. 
5) Wittgenstein's characterization of l o g i c a l truths as 
tautologies influenced a l l subsequent accounts of anal-
y t i c i t y . 
I n the next chapter, I s h a l l attempt to give an 
expository account of the recent attack on the a n a l y t i c / 
37. 
synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n by Quine, White and Waismanni, 
while the t h i r d chapter w i l l be devoted to a c r i t i c a l d i s -
cussion of these attacks as well as to the r e p l i e s which 
have been provoked by them. The fourth and f i n a l chapters 
w i l l then consider a related but more technical and 
sophisticated issue r a i s e d by attacks on the d i s t i n c t i o n -
the debate between Quine and Carnap as to the admissibil-
i t y of intensional concepts into s c i e n t i f i c discourse. 
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The A t t a c k on the A n a l y t i c / S y n t h e t i c D i s t i n c t i o n 
Chapter Two 
Quine's General P h i l o s o p h i c a l P o s i t i o n 
Quine i s an outstanding contemporary philosopher 
who has made a niimber of s i g n i f i c a n t c o n t r i b u t i o n s both 
t o the pragmatic and n e o - p o s i t i v i s t i c t r a d i t i o n s of 
philosophy. Many of h i s p h i l o s o p h i c a l views have been 
centres o f co n t r o v e r s i e s , e.g. 
(a) h i s theory of o n t i c committment i n v/hich he says 
we are committed to p o s t i i l a t e the existence of 
. p h y s i c a l things by the verj'- way i n which we t a l k 
about those t h i n g s . '^'or him 'to be i s to be a 
value of a v a r i a b l e ' ; and i t i s only q u a n t i f i e d 
v a r i a b l e s which are considered to have pure 
reference and t o which owe ordinary singular terms 
are reducible . 
(b) h i s theory of the indeterminancy of r a d i c a l 
t r a n s l a t i o n i n which he s t i p u l a t e s t h a t i n tr a n s -
l a t i n g the language of a p r i m i t i v e t r i b e we may 
end up w i t h incompatible t r a n s l a t i o n . 
(c) h i s view t h a t we cannot confirm or i n f i r m s i n g u l a r 
statements; science or s c i e n t i f i c knov/ledge i s 
only confirmable or i n f i r m a b l e as a whole u n i t . 
2 
The b e l i e f t h a t we can confirm or i n f i r m s i n g u l a r 
statements i s the r e d u c t i o n i s t i c dogma of e m p i r i c i s t s . 
1 . We s h a l l see l a t e r when we consider Quine's theory 
of 'Canonical N o t a t i o n ' , how he a r r i v e s a t those 
conclusions 
2 . Quine's use of the word " i n f i r m " i s indeed uncommon. 
The word i t s e l f i s r a r e and almost unuse<^as an 
opposite of "confirm". The word "disconfirm" i s 
more common. The Concise Oxford D i c t i o n a r y defines 
" i n f i r m " as "Ph^i-sically weak, esp. throijgh age; ( o f 
pesoni mind, judgement, etc.) weak, i r r e s o l u t e ( o f t e n • 
of p-urpose). This p o i n t concerning the word ' i n f i r m 
wsR brouffh t o my a t t e n t i o n by Prof. O.K. ftrant. 
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(d) The A n a l y t i c / S y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n i s NOT a hard 
and f a s t one. The b e l i e f t h a t there i s an absolute 
d i s t i n c t i o n of ki n d between a n a l y t i c and s y n t h e t i c 
t r u t h s i s another dogma, .of e m p i r i c i s t s . 
Alm.ost a l l of those views are s t i l l being discussed 
and are l a r g e l y unsolved. But the f a c t t h a t Quine's 
views are d i s p u t a b l e does not a f f e c t h i s p o s i t i o n as an 
eminent philosopher;, r a t h e r they c o n t r i b u t e t o h i s 
d i s t i n c t i o n and o r i g i n a l i t y . 
Although Quine can g e n e r a l l y be regarded as having 
s t r o n g p o s i t i v i s t i c tendencies, he challenges two 
important and c e n t r a l d o c t r i n e s of the l o g i c a l p o s i t i v i s t s : 
(1) he r e j e c t s the view t h a t s i n g u l a r statements can be 
confirmed or i n f i r m e d , and t h a t there are statements 
i n which the f a c t u a l component i s n u l l , and as such 
they are never f a l s i f i e d by experience. According 
to Quine our body of s c i e n t i f i c knowledge i s 
m o n o l i t h i c i n the sense t h a t i t f k c e s the t r i b u n a l 
of experience as a system. Statements are not 
v e r i f i e d or f a l s i f i e d one by one, r a t h e r they are 
judged by experience as aggregates. And when they 
do face experience as groups, i t i s always possible 
t h a t they might be r e v i s e d i n the l i g h t of experience. 
Thus any group of statements, whether they belong 
t o pure mathematics, l o g i c or e m p i r i c a l science, 
could be, i n p r i n c i p l e , abandoned. 
(2) he also r e j e c t s the view t h a t there i s a hard and 
f a s t cleavage between a n a l y t i c and s y n t h e t i c 
statements. A c t u a l l y , t h i s view i s based upon 
and complimentary t o h i s f i r s t view. I t i s because 
he believes t h a t any statement or group of statements 
. ' • . 1+0. 
could be given up i n the face of a contrary experience, 
t h a t he r e j e c t s the b e l i e f i n an absolute d i s t i n c t i o n 
between a n a l y t i c and s y n t h e t i c statements. T r a d i t -
i o n a l l y , a n a l y t i c statements are thought to be immune 
from r e v i s i o n by experience, and hence the sharp 
d i s t i n c t i o n between them and those statements which 
s u f f e r r e f u t a t i o n a t the hands of experience. 
Perhaps, we can best understand Quine's views regard-
in g (a) and (b) by considering b r i e f l y how these views 
r e l a t e t o h i s general p h i l o s o p h i c a l p o s i t i o n as a 
philosopher who r e j e c t s the p o s i t i n g of any i n t e n s i o n a l 
objects , and who, i n h i s f l i g h t from i n t e n s i o n , has taken 
great pains to work out a theory of meaning i n terms-of 
d i s p o s i t i o n s to v e r b a l behaviour. 
I n Chapter Six of h i s book, "Word & Object", Quine 
argued against the theory of i n t e n s i o n a l i t y , the theory 
t h a t we need t o s t i p u l a t e a b s t r a c t e n t i t i e s or mental 
images as objects of the "meanings" of sentences, t h a t 
i s as references of sentences i n non-extensional contexts. 
He d i d not only arguis against the s t i p u l a t i o n of p r o p o s i t -
i o n to represent what sentences express or mean, he also 
argued against the p o s i t i n g of a t t r i b u t e s and r e l a t i o n . 
He says t h a t i t was f e l t e s s e n t i a l to introduce 
p r o p o s i t i o n s "as t r a n s l a t i o n a l constants; as things 
shared somehow by f o r e i g n sentences and t h e i r t r a n s l a t i o n s . 
They have been wanted l i k e w i s e as constants of so-called 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l a n a l y s i s . ... as t r u t h vehicles and as 
objects of p r e p o s i t i o n a l a t t i t u d e s " . But Quine believes 
t h a t the p o s i t i n g of propositions w i l l not s a t i s f y these 
We s h a l l see l a t e r , e s p e c i a l l y i n the f i n a l chapter, 
what Quine's r e j e c t i o n of the i n t e n s i o n a l means -
f o r instance he r e j e c t s p r o p o s i t i o n s as things shared 
by sentences which have the same meaning (whatever 
t h i s might mean) i n a given language or as _ 
t r a n s l a t i o n a l consitants of d f f erent languages 
Quine "Word and Object" page 206. 
needs. Then he goes on to say t h a t h i s o b j e c t i o n 
against the p o s i t i n g of p r o p o s i t i o n s , "apply w i t h equal 
f o r c e t o a t t r i b u t e s and r e l a t i o n s " . 
Having r e j e c t e d i n t e n s i o n , Quine could no longer 
a v a i l himself of the use of the f a m i l y of i n t e r e l a t e d 
terms "an a l y t i c i t y " , " s y n o m y m i l y " , " s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t i o n " , 
" D e f i n i t i o n " , "necessary" and "semantical r u l e " , because 
these are i n t e n s i o n a l terms pregnant w i t h meaning. He 
could only make use of them i f he can give an extensional 
c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of any one of them; because the others 
can be defined i n terms of i t . Meanwhile, he w i l l con-
t i n u e using them, w i t h the r e s e r v a t i o n t h a t these concepts 
await f u r t h e r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . When h i s c r i t i c s , e s p e c i a l l y 
Strawson and Grice, have objected t o h i s usage of these 
terms on the grounds t h a t he himself has them declared 
to be unclear and i n t e n s i o n a l , Quine r e p l i e d , without 
e x p l i c i t reference to h i s c r i t i c s , i n the f o l l o w i n g way, 
and I quote: 
"For consider how I have p e r s i s t e d i n my vernacular 
use of "meaning", "idea" and the l i k e , long a f t e r casting 
doubt on t h e i r supposed o b j e c t i v i t y , ... Vi/hat i s i n -
volved here i s simply a grading of a u s t e r i t y . I can 
ob j e c t to using a c e r t a i n dubious term a t c r u c i a l points 
i n a theory, on the groimd t h a t t o use i t would deprive 
the theory of i t s desired explanatory forces but I can 
s t i l l use and condone the term i n more casual or h e u r i s t i c 
connections, where l e s s p r o f u n d i t y of t h e o r e t i c a l 
explanation i s professed." 
Althoiigh Quine has made known h i s misgivings over 
a n a l y l i c i t y and r e l a t e d i n t e n s i o n a l concepts since the 
p u b l i c a t i o n of h i s a r t i c l e "Truth by Convention" i n 1936, 
1 . i b i d , page 210, 
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i t i s i n h i s book "Word and Object" ,published i n -I96O, 
t h a t he v/orks out i n great d e t a i l what he believes to 
be a t l e a s t a sketchy c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of the Theory of 
meaning i n non-extensional terms. Of course he has 
been working on i t f o r a long time and he has given h i n t s 
and p a r t s of i t i n some of h i s papers and lec t u r e s a t 
various U n i v e r s i t i e s . But i t i s i n t h i s book t h a t he 
brought the whole t h i n g together f o r the f i r s t time. 
Quine gives h i s b e h a v i o u r i s t i c approach to the 
question of meaning i n the context of what he c a l l s 
"Radical T r a n s l a t i o n " . This concept i s derived from 
the imaginary s i t u a t i o n v/hen we are confronted w i t h the 
question of communicating w i t h a h i t h e r t o unknown and 
untouched p r i m i t i v e t r i b e or people. No d i c t i o n a r i e s 
or t r a n s l a t o r s of any s o r t are a v a i l a b l e , and a l l . we 
can r e l y upon i s our a b i l i t y to l i s t e n to noises v/hich 
our p r i m i t i v e informant u t t e r s , record them, and t r y to 
f i n d out what these terms mean by observing what 
stimulus prompted him t o u t t e r t h a t p a r t i c u l a r noise. 
Once we have dome t h i s , we can set out t o confirm t h a t 
i t was the stimulus which we observed and guessed as the 
cause v/hich l e d him t o u t t e r the noise t h a t r e a l l y i n 
f a c t prompted him i n t o u t t e r i n g i t , by making tise of 
the informants d i s p o s i t i o n to assent or dissent whenever 
t h a t stimulus occurs again and we u t t e r the noise at the 
time of i t s appearance. 
For instance, a white r a b b i t jumps out of the grass 
and the n a t i v e u t t e r s the noise "Gavagai", the l i n g u i s t 
notes down the term, " r a b b i t " , but he cannot r e s t content 
w i t h t h i s . The n a t i v e might mean " r a b b i t " , "white", or 
"animal" by h i s term "Gavagai". So the l i n g u i s t must 
f i n d out f i r s t of a l l the na t i v e equivalences of "Yes" 
and "No", and then go on to e l i m i n a t e the other two 
U3. 
p o s s i b i l i t i e s by u t t e r i n g the word "Gavagai" when, f o r 
i n s t a n c e , a black r a b b i t i s seen, and i f the native 
assents, then the l i n g u i s t understands t h a t to the nati v e 
the word "Gavagai" could only mean e i t h e r "animal" or 
" r a b b i t " . The l i n g u i s t can el i m i n a t e the f i r s t 
p o s s i b i l i t y perhaps by producing a wooden c o u n t e r f e i t 
of a r a b b i t and then u t t e r the word "Gavagai", and i f the 
n a t i v e assents here, then the l i n g u i s t can be p r e t t y sure 
t h a t by t h i s word the n a t i v e "means" r a b b i t . 
8 I n t h i s way Quine has a r r i v e d a t what he c a l l s 
stimulus meaning. Let us see hov/ Quine sets out to 
defi n e the meaning of sentences such as "Gavagiai" which 
he b e l i e v e s are the s o r t of sentences which our j^mgle 
l i n g u i s t must begin w i t h , and I quote: 
"... and f o r these (sentences sucSi as "Gavagai") we 
noT/ have before us the makings of a crude concept of 
em p i r i c a l meaning. S'or meaning, supposedly, i s what a 
sentence shares w i t h i t s t r a n s l a t i o n ; and t r a n s l a t i o n 
a t the present stage turns s o l e l y on c o r r e l a t i o n w i t h 
non-verbal s t i m u l a t i o n . 
Let us make t h i s concept of meaning more e x p l i c i t 
and give i t a n e u t r a l l y t e c h n i c a l name. We may begin 
by d e f i n i n g the a f f i r m a t i v e stimulus meaning of a 
sentence such as "Gavagai" ... a s t i m u l a t i o n ^ belongs 
to the a f f i r m a t i v e stimulus meaning of a sentence S f o r 
a given speaker i f and onlj/- i f there i s a s t i m u l a t i o n C 
such t h a t i f the speaker v/ere given ^ , then were asked 
S, then were given and then were asked S again, he 
• woiild d i s s e n t the f i r s t time and assent the second." 
Qiiine then s i m i l a r l y defines negative stimulus 
meaning by interchanging "assent" and "Bissent" i n the 
d e f i n i t i o n of a f f i r m a t i v e stimulus meaning. Then he 
defines stimulus meaning as the ordered p a i r of the two. 
Having defined stimulus meaning as more or less 
what i s meant by e m p i r i c a l meaning, Quine goes on to give 
a c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of the n o t i o n of synonymity and 
a n a l y t i c i t y based on i t . I w i l l not discuss t h i s 
c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n here, but i t i s s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t Quine 
hims e l f considers these c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n s to be very 
sketchy. With c e r t a i n q u a l i f i c a t i o n s and reservations 
Quine defined synonymity as sameness of stim.ulus meaning. 
Then a n a l y t i c i t y has been characterized i n terms of 
synonym. What concerns me here i s to b r i n g out i n a 
very sketchy way how Quine t r i e d to characterize these 
i n t e n s i o n a l notions i n an extensional b e h a v i o u r i s t i c 
way. I t must be t h i s k i n d of c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n which was 
always i n Quine's mind when he attacked the b e l i e f i n an 
absolute and fundamental cleavage between a n a l y t i c and 
s y n t h e t i c statements, on the grounds t h a t the term i n 
a n a l y t i c lacks any d e f i n i t e and precise sense, and 
moreover t h a t t h i s term cannot be defined i n terms of 
" d e f i n i t i o n " , "synonymity", "semantical r \ i l e " , " s e l f -
c o n t r a d i c t i o n " , e t c . , e t c . , because these notions are 
i n as much a need f o r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n as " a n a l y t i c i t y " 
i t s e l f . 
Howeteer, I t h i n k Quine's misgivings about the 
a n a l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n go f a r deeper than simply 
t h a t the nature of t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i s not q u i t e clear 
or even t h a t there i s a huge class of b o r d e r l i n e cases 
where we cannot d i s t i n g u i s h the. a n a l y t i c from the 
s y n t h e t i c . I t was Waismann, i n h i s series of papers 
about A n a l y t i c / S y n t h e t i c , who took t h i s ( l i n e o f ) 
approach t o the problem. I t h i n k Grice and Strawson, 
i n t h e i r c r i t i c i s m of Quine's paper "Two Dogm.as of 
Empiricism" , probably d i d not f u l l y appreciate the depth 
of Quine's a t t a c k on the A n a l y t i c / S y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n . 
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They have devoted the greater p a r t of t h e i r a r t i c l e " I n 
Defence of a Dogma" to show t h a t i t i s not possible to 
dismiss the d i s t i n c t i o n simply on the grounds t h a t i t i s 
unclear, which they admitted. They argued t h a t we can 
p e r f e c t l y w e l l make sense of the d i s t i n c t i o n by p o i n t i n g 
out c l e a r and unambiguous examples of a n a l y t i c and 
s y n t h e t i c statements, and t h i s i s i n i i s e l ' f q u i t e 
s u f f i c i e n t to show t h a t such a d i s t i n c t i o n does i n f a c t 
e x i s t , and t h a t t o deny i t e x i s t s would not make any 
sense. 
F i r s t of a l l , I t h i n k Quine never intended to deny 
the very existence of the d i s t i n c t i o n although he d i d 
say t h a t i t i s not cl e a r . What Quine does deny i s t h a t 
there i s a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between a n a l y t i c and sy n t h e t i c 
statements. Secondly, a more important p o i n t , Quine was 
not w o r r i e d about the d i s t i n c t i o n simply because i t i s 
not c l e a r . His doubts about i t are of much more profound 
natiare, and, as I have said e a r l i e r , are r e l a t e d to h i s 
d i s t a s t e f o r i n t e n s i o n a l o b j e c t s . They are also r e l a t e d 
t o h i s m i s t r u s t of phenomenalistic reductionism, the view 
t h a t our observation sentences are reducible to sense date 
sentences. 
I n h i s a r t i c l e "Mr. strawson on Lo g i c a l Theory" Quine 
s p e l l s out what he describes as "a deeper l e v e l of mis g i v i n g , 
over the n o t i o n of a n a l y t i c i t y " , he w r i t e s : 
"But misgivings over the n o t i o n of a n a l y t i c i t y are 
warranted also a t a deeper l e v e l where a sincere attempt 
has been made t o guess the unspoken Weltanschauung from 
which the m o t i v a t i o n and p l a u s i b i l i t y of a d i v i s i o n of 
statements i n t o a n a l y t i c and s y n t h e t i c a r i s e . 
1 , Quine would say t h a t the a n a l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c 
d e s t r u c t i o n i s lonclear both i n i t s sense and a p p l i c a t i o n , 
though the former u n c l a r i t y i s more fundamental to 
him. 
hS. 
. My guess i s t h a t Weltanschauung i s more or less 
attenuated holdover of phenomenalistic reductionism"^ 
Quine goes on i n the same a r t i c l e to say t h a t a 
philosopher may r e j e c t phenomenalism i n i t s f u l l 
r e d u c t i o n i s t i c sense, i n favour of a d m i t t i n g t h a t 
statements c a r r y i n most p a r t an i r r e d u c i b l e e x t r a -
phenomenal burden over and above t h e i r phenomenal import, 
but may s t i l l continue t o hold one of the f o l l o w i n g 
a l t e r n a t i v e p o s i t i o n s : 
(a) t h a t statements s t i l l possess t h e i r phenomenal 
import as separate statements taken one by one 
(b) t h a t statements are t i e d to the testimony of the 
senses only i n a systematic or h o l i s t i c way which 
d e f i e s any statement-by-statement d i s t r i b u t i o n of 
sensory c e r t i f i c a t e s . 
Qhine says t h a t i f a philosopher holds ( a ) , he w i l l 
f i n d i t n a t u r a l t o accept i n p r i n c i p l e a d i v i s i o n between 
a n a l y t i c and s y n t h e t i c t r u t h s , the former being those i n 
which the phenomenal content i s n i l . I f on the other 
hand h i s p o s i t i o n i s ( b ) , he may be expected t o f i n d no 
way of p u t t i n g some t r u t h s i n t o " e m p i r i c a l quarantine 
and judging the remainder to be f r e e of i n f e c t i o n . For 
him the c o n t r i b u t i o n which sensory evidence makes to 
knowledge i s toO' i n e x t r i c a b l y i n t e r t w i n e d t o admit of a 
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sentence-by-sentence separation" . 
Quine's o p p o s i t i o n to r a d i c a l phenomenalistic 
reductionism i s due t o hi s b e l i e f t h a t we are committed 
to s t i p u l a t i n g the existence of physical objects by the 
very way i n which we t a l k . Physical things have a 
basic f u n c t i o n i n our ordinary language, a f u n c t i o n 
1. Quine: "Mr. Strawson on Logical Theory", Mind, 
Oct. 1953. 
2. Quine: i b i d . 
which cannot be s a t i s f i e d or performed by sense data. 
I quote: 
"... For the trouble i s t h a t immediate experience 
simply w i l l n o t , of i t s e l f , cohere as an autonomous 
domain. References t o p h y s i c a l things are l a r g e l y what 
hold i t together. These references are not j u s t 
i n e s s e n t i a l vestiges of the i n i t i a l l y i n t e r s u b j e c t i v e 
character of language, capable of being weeded out by 
d e v i s i n g an a r t i f i c i a l l y s u b j e c t i v e language f o r sense 
data. Rather they give us our main continuing access 
to past sense data themselves; f o r past sense data are 
mostly gone f o r good except as commemorated i n physical 
p o s i t s . A l l v/e would have apart from p o s i t s and 
s p e c u l a t i o n are present sense data and present mem.ories 
of past ones; and a memory trace of a sense datum i s 
too meager an a f f a i r to do much good. Actual memories 
mostly are traces not of past sensations but of past 
c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n or v e r b a l i z a t i o n . 
There i s every reason to i n q u i r e i n t o the sensory 
or s t i m u l a t o r y background of ordinary t a l k of physical 
things:; The mistake com.es only i n seeking an i m p l i c i t 
sub-basement of c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n , or of language. 
Conceptualization on any considerable scale i s inseparable 
from language, and our ordinary language of physical 
things i s about as basic as language gets." 
The views discussed above are some of the motives 
which prompted Quine to a t t a c k the sharp d i s t i n c t i o n 
between a n a l y t i c and s y n t h e t i c statements. As I have 
already sa i d b e f o r e , Quine never intended to r e j e c t the 
existence of the d i s t i n c t i o n as such, .What he r e j e c t s 
i s the b e l i e f , which he c a l l s a dogma of empiricism and 
1 . Quine: Word and Object pages 2 and 3 
a metaphysical a r t i c l e o f f e i t h , t h a t there i s a hard and 
f a s t d i s t i n c t i o n betv/een these statements: i n h i s 
a r t i c l e , "Mr. Strawson on l o g i c a l theory", Quine e x p l i c i t l y 
grants t h a t c e r t a i n given sensory events seem more relevant 
to some statements than t o others, and t h a t some statements 
seem l e s s d i r e c t l y touched than others by sensory events 
i n g e n e r a l . His ob j e c t i o i B against the absolute a n a l y t i c / 
s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n are deeper and are connected w i t h 
some fundamental issues t h a t we have already considered. 
One f u r t h e r such issue i s Quine's conception of the nature 
of l o g i c a l t r u t h . 
Quine objects t o the Strawson's c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n 
of l o g i c a l t r u t h s i n terms of a n a l y t i c i t y . because he 
th i n k s t h a t a n a l y t i c i t y i t s e l f i s i n a bad need of 
c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n . According to Quine, l o g i c should be 
characterized i n terms of t r u t h ( t h a t i s t o say t r u t h i n 
Tarski's semantical sense, which i s extensional; Quine's 
d i s l i k e f o r i n t e n s i o n i s again manifest) and the n o t i o n 
2 
of l o g i c a l vocabulary. Quine w r i t e s : "... i f we 
suppose a p r i o r inventory of l o g i c a l p a r t i c l e s , comprising 
'no', 'im-', 'not', ' i f , 'then', 'and', e t c . , then i n 
general a l o g i c a l t r u t h i s a statement which i s true and 
remains true under a l l r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of i t s components 
other than the l o g i c a l p a r t i c l e s " . 
These l o g i c a l p a r t i c l e s , also c a l l e d l o g i c a l vocabulary 
and l o g i c a l constants by Quine and others, represent a 
tw o - f o l d d i f f i c u l t y : 
1 . F i r s t l y t h e i r nature or sense i s d i f f i c u l t to define 
2. Secondly the d i s t i n c t i o n between l o g i c a l and mon-
l o g i c a l terms i s not easy to e x p l a i n 
1 . "Mr. Strawson on L o g i c a l Theory" 
2. "Two Dogmas", pp.22. 
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Pap c r i t i c i z e s Quine's d e f i n i t i o n of l o g i c a l t r u t h c i t e d 
above on the accoiint t h a t the n o t i o n of a l o g i c a l constant 2 
i s a d i f f i c u l t one. He w r i t e s : 
"... Quine's d e f i n i t i o n would s t i l l leave us w i t h 
the troublissome question: by what c r i t e r i o n are we to 
d i s t i n g u i s h l o g i c a l constants from n o n l o g i c a l constants." 
The customary procedure of l o g i c i a n s who define 
t h e i r m e t a-logical concepts w i t h r e 5 ) e c t to a s p e c i f i e d 
deductive system i s to define " l o g i c a l constant" simply 
by enimeration. But whi l e such d e f i n i t i o n s serve the 
f u n c t i o n cf c r i t e r i a o f a p p l i c a t i o n , they c l e a r l y cannot 
be regarded as analyses of intended meanings. To give 
an analogy, suppose v/e defined "col o i i r e d " by enumerating 
n known c o l o u r s , i . e . coloured = C or C ... or C . 
And suppose we subsequently became acquainted w i t h a new 
colour which we name "C, ."• On the basis of our 
h + 1 
d e f i n i t i o n i t would be s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y to say t h a t 
^ i s a c o l o u r , or at any r a t e we could not say t h a t 
i t i s a colour i n the same sense as the i n i t i a l l y 
enumerated ones. Thus so - c a l l e d d e f i n i t i o n s by 
enumeration do n o t t e l l us anythirg about the meaning 
of the defined p r e d i c a t e , and the same i s t r u e of many 
ref i u r s i v e d e f i n i t i o n s . I n f a c t , recursive d e f i n i t i o n s 
of " l o g i c a l constants" given by l o g i c i a n s usually amount 
to an enumeration of l o g i c a l signs w i t h the a d d i t i o n a l 
s t i p u l a t i o n t h a t any sig n d e f i n a b l e i n terms of these 
alone i s also a l o g i c a l s i g n . The problem o f - d e f i n i n g 
t h i s basis metalogical concept e x p l i c i t l y , however, 
cannot be s a i d t o have been solved.." 
1 . Quine i s r e a l l y am.biguous on t h i s p o i n t because m 
other places he contends t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n between 
l o g i c a l and n o n l o g i c a l terms i s not absolutd; i t 
i s gradual. 
2. Semantics and Necessary T r u t h , p.153» 
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This problem of d e f i n i n g " l o g i c a l constant" i s 
p a r t i c u l a r l y important i f a sharp and absolute d i s t i n c t i o n 
i s to be drawn between a n a l y t i c and s y n t h e t i c statements; 
because the l a t t e r d i s t i n c t i o n , as i t i s drawn i n con-
temporary philosophy, depends on the d i s t i n c t i o n between 
l o g i c a l and n o n - l o g i c a l terms. We have seen Sc h l i c h , 
Aye, Carnap, and ot h e r s , define a n a l y t i c statements as 
those which hold independently of experience, and whose 
t r u t h i s guaranteed by the meanings of the non-descriptive 
or l o g i c a l terms. Now, i f the d i s t i n c t i o n between the 
l o g i c a l and the n o n - l o g i c a l cannot be shown; and share 
Pap's views on t h i s p o i n t , to be hard and f a s t , so i s the 
d i s t i n c t i o n between the a n a l y t i c and the s y n t h e t i c . 
Having made these remarks about items i n Quine's 
general p h i l o s o p h i c a l p o s i t i o n which I t h i n k are i m p l i c i t l y 
or e x p l i c i t l y presupposed i n h i s f i e r c e a t t a c k on the 
absolute d i s t i n c t i o n between a n a l y t i c and syn t h e t i c 
statements, I s h a l l now go on to consider t h i s attack 
i t s e l f . I s h a l l begin by i n d i c a t i n g c l e a r l y the l i n e 
of argiunent which Quine f o l l o w s i n h i s a t t a c k , and I s h a l l 
then discuss i t c r i t i c a l l y . With t h i s ends t h i s f i r s t 
p a r t of t h i s chapter. 
Quine on "Two Dogmas of Empiricism 
I n t h i s paper Quine c r i t i c a l l y r e j e c t s two b e l i e f s 
which he thi n k s are maintained by e m p i r i c i s t w i t hout 
e m p i r i c a l j u s t i f i c a t i o n , so t o speak, because these two 
b e l i e f s are according t o him two unempiricistj^ogmas of 
modern empiricism. The two b e l i e f s are: 
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1. The b e l i e f i n an absolute cleavage between a n a l y t i c 
and s y n t h e t i c p r o p o s i t i o n s . 
2. The b e l i e f t h a t t h a t which experience confirms or 
i n f i r m s are s i n g u l a r statements, because these 
s i n g u l a r statements are the elementary or basic 
u n i t s of s i g n i f i c a n t discourse. 
Instead of p r o p o s i t i o n ( 1 ) , Quine advocates a 
d i s t i n c t i o n of degree between a n a l y t i c and s y n t h e t i c 
statements. He says t h a t our whole body of s i g n i f i c a n t 
statements from the casual matters of em p i r i c a l sciences 
such as physics, h i s t o r y and geography to the most 
rigo r o u s d i s c i p l i n e s of mathematics and l o g i c i s det-
ermined by experience i n a way which allows a great deal 
of freedom and choice i n the c o n s t r u c t i o n and rec o n s t r u c t -
i o n of our conceptual systems or schemes. Thus we are 
able t o r e j e c t any statement whatever, no matter how 
strong our b e l i e f i n i t s t r u t h i s at the moment, or 
maintain any statement whatever, come what may, should 
we be faced w i t h a contrary experience which our present 
conceptual system does not accommodate. I n other words, 
the term " a n a l y t i c " i s not t o be explained i n terms of 
immunity from r e v i s i o n from experience, r a t h e r i t shoiild 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e from i t s c o r r e l a t e " s y n t h e t i c " by being 
f u r t h e r remote from the impact of experience. That i s 
i t i s , j u s t a.m.atter of remoteness or nearness from 
experience which circumscribes, or engulfs i n a rat h e r 
loose v/ay a l l s i g n i f i c a n t statements. Thus i t i s 
wrong, according t o Quine, t o hold t h a t a n a l y t i c statements 
are u n i v e r s a l l y v a l i d because ho rel e v a n t experience can 
f a l s i f y them. I t i s always important, I t h i n k , t h a t 
the reader should always n o t i c e t h a t whenever Quine 
accepts c e r t a i n statements as a n a l y t i c , he i s t a k i n g the 
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word ' a n a l y t i c ' i n the sense which I explained above, 
and not i n the o l d sense of being tautologous and thus 
immune from the r e v i s i o n of a l l possible experience. 
Far Quine, even the v e r b a l , the d e f i n i t i o n a l convention 
can be a l t e r e d or even abandoned, should a contrary 
experience a r i s e : f o r instance, suppose that one asserts 
a statement P; challenged to defend one's a s s e r t i o n , 
one f a l l s back on i t s v e r b a l s t r u c t u r e , say XYZ. Now, 
i t may be t h a t c e r t a i n sensory experiences would c a l l 
f o r an abandonment of one's cl a i m , or f o r a supporting 
of i t by adding t o XYZ. But at the moment such a 
demand i s not being m.ade; and u n t i l i t i s , one could 
c a l l P ' a n a l y t i c ' i n the sense t h a t at the mom.ent i t i s 
very remote, and th e r e f o r e untouched by experience. 
And instead of ( 2 ) , Quine advocates a h o l i s t i c 
theory of c o n f i r m a t i o n i n which the u n i t of our s i g n i f i c a n t 
d i s course i s said to be not s i n g u l a r statements, but 
"the whole of science". Quine says t h a t statements face 
the t r i b u n a l of experience i n groups, not one by one. 
The b e l i e f t h a t experience i n f a c t confirm.s or i n f i r m s 
s i n g u l a r statem.ents i s a dogm.a of e m p i r i c i s t s which 
o r i g i n a t e s from the mother-dogma of reductionism: the 
view t h a t non-analytic s i g n i f i c a n t statements are 
r e d u c i b l e to sense-data statements. 
I n the l a s t s e c t i o n of h i s paper, Quine sketches 
what he considers t o be an empiricism, w i t h o u t these 
dogmas (1 and 2 ) 9 (Taking i n t o account.his views about 
the a n a l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n and experimental 
v e r i f i c a t i o n ^ ) 
L et xis now consider how Quine manages to i s o l a t e 
what he c a l l s the two-dogmas of modern empiricism, and 
how he sets about h i s aim of l i b e r a t i n g empiricism from, 
these two dogmas. 
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The F i r s t Dogaa 
The a n a l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n could be explained 
i f we could e x p l a i n e i t h e r of the two c o r r e l a t e d terms, 
" a n a l y t i c " , " s y n t h e t i c " , because once we c l a r i f y one of 
them the other can be characterized i n terms of i t . Now 
i t seems t o me t h a t " a n a l y t i c " provides an e x c e l l e n t 
candidate f o r i n v e s t i g a t i o n because i t i s extremely 
ambiguous and i s g e n e r a l l y subject to misuse. Quine 
does not say why he picked up " a n a l y t i c i t y " r a t h e r than 
" s j m t h e t i c i t y " , but.he may have been guided i n h i s 
choice by the f a c t t h a t the dubious nature of the former 
term demands f a r more explanation. Instead, he t r i e s 
t o e x p l a i n or characterize the nature of the n o t i o n 
i t s e l f . 
Yet, s t r a n g e l y enough, r i g h t a t the very beginning 
of h i s essay, Quine admitted l o g i c a l t r u t h of the kind: 
(a) no unmarried man i s married, as an a n a l y t i c a l 
statement w i t h which he has com.plete peace of mind - no 
t r o u b l e whatsoever. I t i s a n a l y t i c statements of 
another type on which he has misgivings, namely those 
of type (b) no bachelor i s married. 
I n t r y i n g t o answer the question of a n a l y t i c i t y of 
(b) , Quine goes i n t o a series of unsuccessful 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n s . 
1 . F i r s t he t r i e s t o e x p l a i n a n a l y t i c i t y by reference 
to "meanings". But he asks: what are "meanings"? 
He answered t h i s question by r e j e c t i n g the s t i p u l a t i o n 
of meant e n t i t i e s . According t o him "a ;f:el.t-n'eedJfor 
meant e n t i t i e s may derive from an e a r l i e r f a i l u r e I 
to^ appreciate t h a t meaning and reference are 
d i s t i n c t " . According to Quine, the moment we 
1 . 'Two Dogmas of Empiricism' , pp.22. 
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divorce the theory of meaning from that of reference, 
we r e a l i s e t h a t the primary business of meaning i s 
simply the synonymy of l i n g u i s t i c forms and the 
a n a l y t i c i t y of statements, "meanings themselves, as 
obscure intermediary e n t i t i e s , may w e l l be abandoned 
2. The a n a l y t i c i t y of the statement ( b ) : (No bachelor 
i s married) could be defined i n terms of synonjmity 
and l o g i c a l t r u t h s i n the f o l l o w i n g way: 
Statement (b) can be turned i n t o the l o g i c a l t r u t h -
No unmarried man i s married, i f we put "unmarried" 
which i s synonymous w i t h "bachelor" i n ( b ) . 
The only t r o u b l e w i t h t h i s c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of 
a n a l y t i c i t y f o r Quine i s t h a t we do not possess any 
c l e a r c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of the n o t i o n of synonymy 
i t s e l f . 
3. Quine also r e j e c t s Carnap's c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of 
a n a l y t i c statement as those statements which are 
t r u e under every s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n . A s t a t e -
d e s c r i p t i o n , according to Carnap, i s any exhaustive 
assignment of t r u t h values to the atomic or non-
compound statements of the language. According to 
Quine, Carnap's c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of a n a l y t i c i t y , 
does not i n f a c t work, because the statements of 
our language are not i n f a c t mutually independent. 
For instance: ( I ) John i s a bachelor and (2) John 
i s married, may both t \ i r n out to be t r u e , under a 
c e r t a i n state-descriJ>tion; and thus "No bachelor 
i s married" w i l l no longer be a n a l y t i c a l l y t r u e . 
I t i s because language contains logically-synonymous 
terms l i k e "bachelor" and "unmarried" t h a t Carnap's 
d e f i n i t i o n of " a n a l y t i c i t y " i n terms of " s t a t e -
d e s c r i p t i o n " does not work. 
1 , From a L o g i c a l Point of View ^ pp.22. 
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1+. A n a l y t i c i t y by D e f i n i t i o n 
Quine says t h a t we might seek to characterize the 
a n a l y t i c i t y of the second class of statements, the 
"No bachelor i s married" - v a r i e t y by saying t h a t 
these statem.ents reduce t o those of the f i r s t c l a s s , 
the l o g i c a l t r u t h s , by d e f i n i t i o n . What i s meant 
here i s t h a t "bachelor" may be defined as "unmarried 
man", and thus by s u b s t i t u t i n g the l a t t e r f o r the 
former i n the statement "No bachelor i s married" we 
a r r i v e a t a l o g i c a l t r u t h . ' 
The f l a w i n t h i s account, Quine goes on, i s t h a t 
d e f i n i t i o n , whether i t i s the work of a lexicographer 
or of a philosopher, i s based i n p r e - e x i s t i n g and 
pre-supposed synonymies. 
However, there i s one kind of d e f i n i t i o n which does 
not presuppose synonymy. This i s the s o r t of 
d e f i n i t i o n which contains an e x p l i c i t convention 
to the e f f e c t t h a t a c e r t a i n novel n o t a t i o n i s being 
introduced f o r purposes of a b b r e v i a t i o n . "Here 
the definiendum becomes synonsnnous w i t h the. 
d e f i n i e n s simply because i t has been created 
expressly f o r the purpose of being synonymous w i t h 
the d e f i n i e n s " , Obviously, t h i s kind of d e f i n i t i o n 
w i l l not serve t o define a n a l y t i c i t y as o r d i n a r i l y 
understood. 
5. I n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y as a C r i t e r i o n f o r Synonymy 
The synonymy of two l i n g u i s t i c forms might be 
d e f i n e d , Quine maintains, i n terms of t h e i r 
i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y i n a l l . contexts without change 
of t r u t h value - i . e . i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y salva 
v e r i t a t e , to use Leibniz's phrase. But obviously 
1. Quine: Two. Dogmas , p.26. 
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such l i n g u i s t i c forms as "bachelor" and "unmarried 
man" are not everywhere interchangeable salva v e r i t a t e , 
f o r instance "Bachelor of A r t s " . But t h i s d i f f i c u l t y 
could be avoided i f we say t h a t the interchange-
a b i l i t y which i s meant t o be a c r i t e r i o n of synonymy 
does not apply to parts of words, I t only applies to 
words as whole u n i t s . The d i f f i c u l t y here i s , of 
course, t h a t we appeal t o unclear notions of 'wordhood'. 
But l e t us ignore the d i f f i c u l t y f o r a w h i l e . We 
are faced w i t h the question: I s changeability salva 
v e r i t a t e a strong enough c o n d i t i o n f o r synonjrmy, or 
i s i t too wide? 
By synonymy here, Quine ^oes not r e f e r to complete 
i d e n t i t y i n psychological associations or poetic 
q u a l i t y of two l i n g u i s t i c forms. What he i s 
i n t e r e s t e d i n i s what he c a l l s c o g n i t i v e synonymy; 
the s o r t of synonymy which w i l l t u r n an a n a l y t i c 
t r u t h i n t o a l o g i c a l one. 
I t i s obvious t h a t Quine thinks t h a t c h a ngeability 
salva v e r i t a t e i s not a s u f f i c i e n t c o n d i t i o n f o r 
synonymy. I t could only be one i n an i n t e n s i o n a l 
language, a language which contains such adverbs 
as " n e c e s s a r i l y " . According to Quine, such a 
language v/ould not serve to e x p l a i n or define 
synonymy and a n a l y t i c i t y , because these and other 
r e l a t e d notions are presupposed by such a language. 
I n an extensional language which i s f r e e from, any 
i n t e n s i o n a l terms l i k e " a n a l y t i c i t y " , "synonymy", 
" d e f i n i t i o n " , "necessary" ... e t c . e t c . , change-
a b i l i t y , salva v e r i t a t e , does not assure us of the 
k i n d of synonymy we are l o o k i n g f o r . 
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A t t h i s stage Quine says t h a t since we cannot succeed 
i n our plan to define synongnny, and then use t h i s 
d e f i n i t i o n to characterize a n a l y t i c i t y , we may have 
taken a v/rong approach. Let us then t r y to define 
" a n a l y t i c i t y " f i r s t . Once we have succeeded we can 
then e a s i l y define synonymy i n terms of i t . 
A n a l y t i c i t y i n Terms of Semantical Rule 
I t might be the case, Quine continues, t h a t the 
d i f f i c u l t y i n drawing a clear and sharp d i s t i n c t i o n 
hetTi/een a n a l y t i c and s y n t h e t i c statements i s due to the 
f a c t t h a t ordinary language i s vague, and t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n 
could he drawn unamhiguously once we had an a r t i f i c i a l 
language w i t h i t s semantical r u l e s e x p l i c i t l y l a i d down. 
Semantical r u l e s f o r any p a r t i c u l a r a r t i f i c i a l language 
are such r u l e s which a t t r i b u t e a c e r t a i n property or 
c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n e.g. a n a l y t i c i t y or t r u t h , to a class 
of statements belonging to t h a t language. For instance, 
a semantical rule f o r an a r t i f i c i a l language L^, m.ay 
take the form of an e x p l i c i t s p e c i f i c a t i o n to the e f f e c t 
t h a t a c e r t a i n class of statements of L , represents a l l 
o 
a n a l y t i c statements of Quine says t h a t the trouble 
w i t h such a k i n d of semantical r u l e , i s p r e c i s e l y t h a t 
i t appeals to the very n o t i o n which i t i s meant to e x p l a i n , 
namely an lanexplained n o t i o n of a n a l y t i c i t y . A l t e r n a t i v e l y 
our semantical r u l e may take the form t h a t such and such 
statements are included among the t r u t h s of Such 
a r u l e does not l e a d , of course, to an unclear n o t i o n of 
a n a l y t i c i t y ; but i t merely s t i p u l a t e s t h a t a c e r t a i n 
group of statements, together w i t h others, are to count 
as t r u e . Let us c a l l t h i s second form of the semantical 
r u l e Rg* then a n a l y t i c i t y may be defined i n the f o l l o w i n g 
way: 
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A statement i s a n a l y t i c i f i t i s not merely t r u e , 
but t r u e according to the semantical r u l e R^' 
I t i s qu i t e c l e a r t h a t we have not achieved any 
progress towards the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of a n a l y t i c i t y hy 
s t i p u l a t i n g R^ - Instead of appealing to an u n c l a s s i f i e d 
n o t i o n of a n a l y t i c i t y as we d i d i n our f i r s t semantical 
r u l e , we now appeal t o an unexplained n o t i o n of "semantical 
r u l e " . 
Quine concludes t h i s discussion of what he regards 
as one of the dogmas of empiricism, by saying t h a t 
semantical r u l e s of a r t i f i c i a l languages are of no help 
i n e x p l a i n i n g the n o t i o n of a n a l y t i c i t y j and t h a t these 
r u l e s are of i n t e r e s t only i f we already understand 
" a n a l y t i c i t y " . 
Then Quine goes on to h i n t at the m.otive which governs 
those who draw an absolute d i s t i n c t i o n between a n a l y t i c 
and s y n t h e t i c statements. He says t h a t such people are 
l e d from the true p r o p o s i t i o n that t r u t h i n general 
depends on both language and e x t r a - l i n g u i s t i c f a c t , to 
the f a l s e p r o p o s i t i o n t h a t c e r t a i n statements are merely 
and e x c l u s i v e l y determined by l i n g u i s t i c considerations, 
because t h e i r f a c t u a l component i s n u l l . These statements 
are l a b e l l e d as a n a l y t i c , and i n t h i s way an absolute 
d i s t i n c t i o n as drawn between a n a l y t i c and syn t h e t i c 
statements. But according to Quine, " t h a t there i s 
such a d i s t i n c t i o n t o be drawn a t a l l i s an imempirical 
dogma of em.piricists, a metaphysical a r t i c l e of f a i t h " . 
1. "Two Dogmas of Empiricism" by Quine, pp.37. 
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The Second Dogma; Reductionism 
I t seems to me t h a t according to Quine the f i r s t 
dogma, t h a t there i s an absolute d i s t i n c t i o n between 
a n a l y t i c and s y n t h e t i c statements, i s based upon a deep 
and more fundamental dogm.a, namely the dogma of 
reductionism. 
What i s the Dogma of Reductionism? 
The kind of reductionism which Quine a t t r i b u t e s to 
modern e m p i r i c i s t s has to do w i t h t h e i r v e r i f i c a t i o n 
p r i n c i p l e of meaning. This p r i n c i p l e has come to be 
the most c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of modern empiricism. According 
to some form u l a t i o n s of t h i s p r i n c i p l e , a statement, 
which i s not a n a l y t i c , i s meaningful i f and only i f i t 
can be confirmed or i n f i r m e d by experience. 
But what, Quine as Its, i s p r e c i s e l y the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between experience and statements, which we c a l l 
c o n f i r m a t i o n or i n f i r m a t i o n ? I n what sense does 
experience confirm or i n f i r m statements? One way of 
answering t h i s question i s t o say t h a t statements are 
confirmed by experience i f they correspond to sensory 
events of which they are d i r e c t r e p o r t s , otherwise they 
are not confirmed or i n f i r m e d by experience. Hov/ever, 
t h i s w i l l be reductionism i n an extreme and r a d i c a l 
form, and i t can be pxirsued back to Locke and Hume i n 
one v e r s i o n or another. But i n recent times, statements 
are accepted as the atomic and most basic u n i t s of the 
r e d u c t i o n i s t i c programme ( i n s t e a d of ideas (Locke) or 
terms). Carnap's Aufbau i s a magnificent e f f o r t to 
b r i n g about r a d i c a l reductionisra, i n the sense t h a t i t 
t r i e s t o work out a sense datum language, i n t o which 
o r d i n a r y languages can be t r a n s l a t e d . But Carnap's 
r e d u c t i o n i s t i c programme i n the Aufbau i s i n f a c t not so 
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r a d i c a l . I t presupposes l o g i c and s e t theory and i n ' 
consequence the language of pure mathematics, and by 
doing t h i s i t presupposes not only physical and sensory 
e n t i t i e s , but a b s t r a c t e n t i t i e s such as classes e t c . 
However, Carnap himself l a t e r on abandoned r a d i c a l 
reductionism. He abandoned h i s b e l i e f t h a t a l l statements 
about p h y s i c a l objects can be t r a n s l a t e d i n t o statements 
'about immediate experience. He adopted the view t h a t 
"every sentence i s eauipollent to some sentence of the 
ph y s i c a l language, and can therefore be t r a n s l a t e d i n t o 
the p h y s i c a l language without changing i t s content." 
This i s the t h e s i s of Physicalisra, as was c a l l e d by 
Dr. Neuralk. But the dogma of reductionism continued 
to e x i s t i n a more subt l e and r e f i n e d form: namely 
t h a t associated v/ith each s y n t h e t i c statement i s a range 
of p o s s i b l e sensory events such t h a t the occurrence o f 
any of them would c o n t r i b u t e towards the confirmation of 
the statement, and t h a t also associated i s another 
unique range of possible sensory events whose occurrence 
would tand t o d i s c o n f i r m t h a t statement. Quine says 
t h a t the dogma of reductionism manifests i t s e l f i n the 
su p p o s i t i o n t h a t each statement, taken i n i s o l a t i o n 
from i t s f e l l o w s , can admit of confirmation or i n f i r m a t i o n , 
a t a l l . I t i s the counter-suggestion of Quine t h a t 
"o\ir statements about the e x t e r n a l world face the t?ibunal 
of sense experience not i n d i v i d u a l l y but only as a 2 
corporate body" • 
Quine says t h i s second dogma supports the f i r s t 
dogma t h a t there i s cleavage between the a n a l y t i c and 
t h ^ s y n t h e t i c i n t h i s way: "as long as i t i s taken to 
be s i g n i f i c a n t i n general to speak of the confirmation 
1, Carnap: Philosophy and L o g i c a l Syntax, page© 
2. Quine: "Two Dogmas of Empiricism" , page U-1 
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and i n f i r m a t i o n of a statement, i t seems s i g n i f i c a n t to 
speak also of a l i m i t i n g k i n d of statement which i s 
vacuously confirmed, ipso f a c t o , come what may; and 
such a statement i s a n a l y t i c . " ^ 
Quine says t h a t the two dogmas; t h a t of the a n a l y t i c / 
s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n and t h a t of reductionism, stem from 
the same r o o t . They stem from the f a c t t h a t the t r u t h 
of statements depends both upon f a c t u a l and l i n g u i s t i c 
components: the f a c t u a l component b o i l s down to a 
range of confirmatory experience, while the l i n g u i s t i c 
component has n o t h i n g to do w i t h experience. But where 
a l i m i t i n g case e x i s t s i n which a l l t h a t matters f o r 
the t r u t h of a statement i s the l i n g u i s t i c consideration 
we have an instance of a n a l y t i c i t y . Quine believes t h a t 
from the above p r o p o s i t i o n i t i s an easy step to assert 
the two dogmas which he r e j e c t s . 
Empiricism Without the Two Dogmas 
Quine then goes on t o give a thorough version of 
empiricism which contains no unempirical dogmas. I 
quote : 
"The t o t a l i t y of our so-called knowledge or b e l i e f s , 
from the most casual matters of geography and h i s t o r y to 
the profoundest laws of atomic physics or even pure 
mathematics and Logic i s a man-made f a b r i c which im.pinges 
on experience only along the edges - Or, t o change the 
f i g u r e , t o t a l science i s l i k e a f i e l d of force whose 
bomdary conditions are experience. A c o n f l i c t w i t h 
experience a t the periphery occasions re-adjustments i n 
the i n t e r i o r of the f i e l d ... 
1 . i b i d , page i+1 
2. i b i d , page i+2 
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But the t o t a l f i e l d i s so under-determined by i t s 
bomdary c o n d i t i o n , experience, t h a t t h e r e . i s much 
l a t i t u d e of choice as t o what statements to re-evaluate 
i n the l i g h t of any since contrary experience." 
Quine says t h a t statements i n s i d e our conceptual 
system are l o g i c a l l y interconnected, so t h a t i f any of 
them were re-evaluated, some others are also revalued. 
I t i s t h i s f a c t which makes i t m.isleading to speak of 
the c o n f i r m a t i o n or i n f i r m a t i o n of i n d i v i d u a l statements. 
And since there i s always p l e n t y of choice as t o what 
statements we need t o revi s e i n the event of contrary 
experience, i t becomes " f o l l y to seek a boundary between 
s y n t h e t i c statements, which hold c o n t i n g e n t l y on • 
experience, and a n a l y t i c statem.ents, which hold come 
vi/hat may. Any statements can be held true come what 
may, i f we make d r a s t i c enough adjustments elsewhere i n 
the system" . 
Quine goes on to say t h a t , on the other hand and by 
the same token, no statem.ent even i f i t belongs to l o g i c 
or mathematics, can be he l d to be immune from r e v i s i o n . 
Thus the a n a l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n i s not one 
of k i n d according t o Quine. I f anything i t i s a matter 
of degree. This does n o t mean t h a t we cannot i s o l a t e 
c e r t a i n statements which we are r e l u c t a n t to revise or 
give up i n case we need t o accommodate a new contrary 
experience, or t h a t there are no statements which 
we r e a d i l y abandon i n t h i s adjustment . We do i n 
p r a c t i c e maintain c e r t a i n statements, e.g. l o g i c a l and 
mathematical statements and then give them up, i f a t 
a l l , a f t e r a great deal of reluctance we give up some 
1 . i b i d , pp.14-3« 
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others very e a s i l y . But i n p r i n c i p l e , i n making a s h i f t 
t o accommodate a contrary experience, r e v i s i o n could 
s t r i k e anywherej and conversely we could r e t a i n any 
statement we wish t o maintain. 
I do not wish to c r i t i c i s e Quine's views i n t h i s 
chapter. To do so would make i t too l o n g , and would 
lead t o r e p e t i t i o n , as I s h a l l be considering the viev/s 
of Quine's c r i t i c s i n the next chapter. For the 
remainder of t h i s chapter I s h a l l consider b r i e f l y some 
views of those who support Quine's r e j e c t i o n of the 
absolute d i s t i n c t i o n between the a n a l y t i c and the 
s y n t h e t i c . 
The Views of Other A n t i - d u a l i s t s 
By the term a n t i d u a l i s t s I s h a l l mean those 
philosophers who do not accept an absolute d i s t i n c t i o n 
between a n a l y t i c and s y n t h e t i c statements, l i k e Quine, 
or those who r e j e c t the d i s t i n c t i o n a l t o g e t h e r , l i k e 
Waismann and V\fhite. 
I t i s , of course, Quine who i s the most outspoken 
a n t i d u a l i s t , arid who has d e a l t successive blows against 
what he considers t o be an unempirical dogmatic b e l i e f 
i n the absolute d i s t i n c t i o n . But by no means, i s he 
the only a n t i d u a l i s t , or even i n some important respect 
the most r a d i c a l i n h i s opposition to the o l d d i s t i n c t i o n . 
P. Waismann, M. White, Nelson Goodman and Tarski could 
be viewed as a n t i d u a l i s t s i n some sense or another. 
Waismann's D e f i n i t i o n of A n a l y t i c i t y i n Terms of "Operator" 
and "Logical T r u t h " 
Waismann i s suspicious of a r t i f i c i a l languages. 
He seems t o obje c t t o the p r a c t i c e of p i c k i n g terms from 
o r d i n a r y language, d i v o r c i n g them from the context i n 
which they o r d i n a r i l y occur and f i n a l l y moving them i n t o 
6i+. 
an a r t i f i c i a l a r r a y of n o t a t i o n s belonging t o an a r t i f i c i a l 
language where they are e x p l i c a t e d . He objects to t h i s 
p r a c t i c e on the g r o m d t h a t term.s of ordinary language 
are e s s e n t i a l l y vague and s u f f e r from an irremediable 
i r r e g u l a r i t y which he c a l l s "open textiare". The term 
" c h a i r " or " t a b l e " i s open i n te x t u r e i n the sense t h a t 
the classmembership of the class of tables and chairs i s 
incomplete and incom.pletible. We have no means of 
s p e c i f y i n g , by r e c u r s i o n or otherwise, a l l the things 
which we c a l l c h a i r or t a b l e , whenever we are confronted 
by c h a i r - l i k e or t a b l e - l i k e t h i n g s , we have to decide 
whether to include them i n the class of chairs and tables 
or n o t . 
' A n a l y t i c i t y ' as o r d i n a r i l y used i s one of those 
terms of ord i n a r y language which s u f f e r s from a great 
measure of vagueness and openness of te S t u r e . N a t u r a l l y 
enough, and because of h i s b e l i e f t h a t the n o t i o n i s 
e s s e n t i a l l y imprecise, Waismann i s very c r i t i c a l of a l l 
attempts,towards the d e f i n i t i o n and p r e c i s i o n of 
a n a l y t i c i t y o 
I n f i v e papers , A n a l y t i c / S y n t h e t i c . he examines a 
wide range of d e f i n i t i o n s and cha r a c t e r i z a t i o n s of 
a n a l y t i c i t y which have been advanced by d i f f e r e n t 
philosophers, and he accepts none of them as adequate. 
He also demonstrated the existence of a huge class of 
statements which are b o r d e r l i n e cases where i t i s not 
possi b l e t o say of them whether they are a n a l y t i c or 
s y n t h e t i c due t o the f a c t t h a t these l i v e terms s u f f e r 
from openness of t e x t u r e . Prom these two conclusions 
1,. Published i n Analysis , volumes IO-13 (1914-9-1953) 
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Waismann r e j e c t s the a n a l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n . 
According t o him, since we are xmable t o make exact 
sense of e i t h e r of the c o r r e l a t e d terms " a n a l y t i c " and 
" s y n t h e t i c " which go t o make up the a n a l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c 
d i s t i n c t i o n , i t does not make sense t o speak of the 
d i s t i n c t i o n i t s e l f . 
Of course, Waismann's emphasis on the importance of 
making an exact sense of a n a l y t i c i t y as a pre c o n d i t i o n 
of drawing the d i s t i n c t i o n i s s i m i l a r to Quine's. But 
i t must be remembered t h a t 
1 . Quine never r e j e c t e d the d i s t i n c t i o n as such, although 
some passages i n h i s a r t i c l e "Two Dogmas" may be 
m.isleading i n t h i s respect; while Vifaismann, i t seems 
to me, tends t o r e j e c t i t , although he never 
e x p l i c i t l y says so. 
2. Although Quine does obj e c t to the d i s t i n c t i o n on 
the grounds t h a t a n a l y t i c i t y and r e l a t e d concepts 
are imclear, t h i s i s by no means hi s major o b j e c t i o n 
to the making of an absolute and fundamental cleavage 
between the a n a l y t i c and the s y n t h e t i c . He has a 
deeper reason f o r doing so, connected w i t h h i s views 
on the r e v i s i b i l i t y i n p r i n c i p l e of oior conceptual 
systems by experience. Qiiine w r i t e s : 
"For vividness I have been speaking i n terms 
of v a r y i n g distances from a sensory periphery. 
Let me t r y now t o c l a s s i f y t h i s n o t i o n without 
metaphor. C e r t a i n statem.ents, though about 
p h y s i c a l objects and not sense experience, seem 
p e c u l i a r l y germane to sense experience - and i n a 
s e l e c t i v e v/ay: some statem.ents to some experiences, 
others to others. Such statements e s p e c i a l l y 
germane to p a r t i c u l a r experiences, I p i c t u r e as 
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near the periphery. But i n t h i s r e l a t i o n of 
"germaneness" I envisage nothing more than a loose 
a s s o c i a t i o n r e f l e c t i n g the r e l a t i v e l i k e l i h o o d , i n 
p r a c t i c e , of our choosing one statement r a t h e r than 
another f o r r e v i s i o n i n the event of r e c a l c i t r a n t 
experience. For exam.ple, we can imagine 
r e c a l c i t r a n t experiences to which we would s u r e l y 
be i n c l i n e d to accommodate our system by r e -
ev a l u a t i n g j u s t the statem.ent th a t these are b r i c k 
houses on Elm S t r e e t , together w i t h r e l a t e d 
statements on the same t o p i c . We can imagine other 
r e c a l c i t r a n t experiences to which we would be i n -
c l i n e d to accommodate our system by re-evaluating 
j u s t the statement t h a t these are no centaurs, along 
w i t h kindred statements, A r e c a l c i t r a n t experience 
can, I have urged, be accommodated by any of various 
a l t e r n a t i v e s re-evaluations i n various a l t e r n a t i v e 
quarters of the t o t a l system; b u t , i n the cases 
which we are new imagining, our n a t u r a l tendency 
to d i s t u r b the t o t a l system as l i t t l e as possible 
would lead us t o focus oxir r e v i s i o n s upon these 
s p e c i f i c statements concerning b r i c k houses or 
centaurs. These statements are f e l t , t h e r e f o r e , 
to have a sharper em.pirical reference than h i g h l y 
t h e o r e t i c a l ' statements of physics or l o g i c or 
ontology. The l a t t e r statements may be thought 
of as r e l a t i v e l y c e n t r a l l y located w i t h i n the t o t a l 
network, meaning merely t h a t l i t t l e p r e f e r e n t i a l 
connection w i t h any p a r t i c u l a r sense data obtrudes 
i t s e l f . " ' ' 
1 , Two Dogmas , p.i+3' 
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While Waismann seems to r e j e c t the d i s t i n c t i o n on 
th e groxmds t h a t a n a l y t i c i t j ^ i s an e s s e n t i a l l y 
imprecise n o t i o n because i t i s open textu r e d . 
3. l/ifhile Quine issues from the standpoint of both a 
r a d i c a l and extreme e m p i r i c i s t s who wants to 
purge and p u r i f y empiricism, from, i t s unempicical 
dogmas, Waismann seems to be moved by a m i s t r u s t 
and suspicion of the tendencies of some of the 
modern e m p i r i c i s t s to t r e a t n a t u r a l languages a f t e r 
the model of a r t i f i c i a l languages. The d i s t i n c t i o n 
between n a t u r a l and a r t i f i c i a l languages i s obviously 
a very important one according t o Y/aismann, and i t 
i s based on the f a c t t h a t n a t u r a l language terms 
are open t e x t u r e d . 
I n what f o l l o w s , I s h a l l attempt to o u t l i n e Waismann's 
views as presented i n h i s papers gery b r i e f l y . 
Vifaismann begins h i s enquiry about the nature of 
a n a l y t i c i t y by discussing Kant's account of i t . He 
f i n d s Kant's account u n s a t i s f a c t o r y on the ground t h a t 
i t appeals t o a metaphoric n o t i o n of "containment" which 
obscures and r e s t r i c t s the range of judgements t o those 
which c o n s i s t of subjects and predicates. Moreover, 
Kant's disc\assion of the a n a l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n 
i s s t r o n g l y saturated w i t h psychological terms such as 
"judgements", "conceived" and the l i k e . 
Then Waismann considered Prege's d e f i n i t i o n of 
2 
a n a l y t i c i t y , which, he says, has been adopted by A.Pap . 
§ome 
1 . Kant i s d e a l t w i t h i i / d e t a i l i n the I n t r o d u c t o r y 
chapter. 
2. " I n d u b i t a b l e E x i s t e n t i a l Statements", Pap i n Mind 
19iv6. 
, 68. 
"An a n a l y t i c statement may roughly be characterised as 
a statement whose t r u t h f o l l o w s from the very meanings 
of t h e i r terms". 
Waismann says i t i s not c l e a r what i s m.eant by 
folloY/s here, because i t i s c e r t a i n l y not equivalent to 
l o g i c a l l y f o l l S w s . As a matter of ifect, deductions do 
not have meanings as a s t a r t i n g p o i n t . But, V/aism.ann 
continues, i f l o g i c a l v a l i d i t y i s to depend on the 
meanings of l o g i c a l terms, then deductions might very 
well, s t a r t - from meanings. 
Next Waismann quotes the f o l l o w i n g d e f i n i t i o n of 
a n a l y t i c i t y . from Schlick: 
"... a n a l y t i c judgements r e s t upon the law of 
c o n t r a d i c t i o n , they derive from d e f i n i t i o n by m.eans of 
t h i s law". 
Obviously t h i s c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of a n a l y t i c i t y i s 
r a t h e r vague and obscure. Waismann says he agrees 
w i t h Quine tha t what S c h l i c k r e a l l y means by a l o g i c a l 
consequence of a d e f i n i t i o n i s more e x a c t l y describable 
as a l o g i c a l t r u t h d e f i n i t i o n a l l y abbreviated: a s t a t e -
ment which becomes a t r u t h of l o g i c when definienda are 
replaced by d e f i n i e n t i a . 
Schlick's c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of a n a l y t i c i t y can be 
reformulated to read i n the f o l l o w i n g way: 
"A statem.ent i s a n a l y t i c i f i t can, by means of mere 
d e f i n i t i o n s , be turned i n t o a t r u t h of l o g i c " . 
I n t h i s c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n , d e f i n i t i o n acts as a t o o l 
of t r a n s f o r m a t i o n . Thus d e f i n i t i o n i s s i m i l a r i n f u n c t i o n 
to other transformers or operators. 
Waismann d i s t i n g u i s h e s two types of operators: 
1. L o g i c a l , t y p i f i e d by d i f f e r e n t r u l e s of Logic 
2. i d i o m a t i c a l or l i n g u i s t i c , an example of which i s 
the f o l l o w i n g : 
there i s a planet t h a t moves round the sun = 
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there i s such a t h i n g such t h a t i t i s a planet and 
t h a t i t moves round the sun 
This equivalence i s t r u e n e i t h e r on e m p i r i c a l nor l o g i c a l 
groimds, says Waismann; i t i s true simply because, 
according to the i d i o m a t i c use of English language, the 
two sentences come to mean the same t h i n g . 
Waismann's Version of Schlick's D e f i n i t i o n of A n a l y t i c i t y 
Yifaismann proposes to amend Schlick's d e f i n i t i o n i n 
the f o l l o w i n g way, which he thinks i s c l e a r e r and more 
comprehensive J 
A statement i s a n a l y t i c i f i t can, by m.eans of m.ere 
d e f i n i t i o n s , l o g i c a l and i d i o m a t i c operators, be turned 
i n t o a t r u t h of l o g i c . 
The accTiracy of the above d e f i n i t i o n depends on the 
c l a r i t y and p r e c i s i o n of the notions of "Logical t r u t h " 
and "the l o g i c a l and i d i o m a t i c operators". Waismann 
believes t h a t both of these concepts are b l u r r e d and 
consequently the concept of a n a l y t i c i t y i t s e l f i s b l u r r e d . 
I n the f ore-going paragraphs I merely stated 
Waismann's views. I hope to comment on them together 
w i t h Quine's i n the next chapter. However, there i s one 
more a n t i d u a l i s t , Morton White, whom I would l i k e to con-
s i d e r very b r i e f l y i n what remains i n t h i s chapter. I 
s h a l l also j u s t s t a t e some of the most important of h i s 
views, and reserve any c r i t i c i s m I m.ay have of those 
views to the next chapter. 
White's o b j e c t i o n to the A n a l y t i c / S y n t h e t i c D i s t i n c t i o n 
By c o n t r a s t w i t h both Waismann and Quine, White"* 
i s not i n t e r e s t e d i n c h a r a c t e r i z i n g the sense of a n a l y t i c i t y 
1 . Marton White: "The A n a l y t i c and the SyntSsetic: An 
Untenable Dualism", i n Linsky's Semantics and the 
Philosophy of Language. 
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He i s i n t e r e s t e d i n c h a r a c t e r i z i n g the reference of i t . 
I n t h i s r e s p e c t , Vifhite accepts the class of l o g i c a l 
t r u t h s as true candidates f o r the term " a n a l y t i c " , w i t h -
out h e s i t a t i o n . The l o g i c a l t r u t h s which he accepts as 
genuine representatives of a n a l y t i c i t y are l o g i c a l t r u t h s 
i n the narrowest sense, e.g. 
1 . (p V q) =_(q V p) 
But Vi/hite i s worried about another class of statements, 
which are t r a d i t i o n a l l y known as examples of the so-called 
e s s e n t i a l p r e d i c a t i o n , e.g. 
a. i . A l l men are r a t i o n a l animals, 
i i . Every brother i s male. 
White asks i n what sense these statements are anal5''tic 
and how d i f f e r e n t they are from statements which are 
merely s y n t h e t i c a l l y t r u e , statements l i k e : 
b. i . A l l men are bipeds 
i i . Every brother e x h i b i t s s i b l i n g r i v a l r y 
White agrees w i t h Quine t h a t the n o t i o n of symonymy 
i s very obscure indeed, and t h a t he would accept the" 
second of statements (b) as a n a l y t i c i f and only i f (1) 
those statements are c o n v e r t i b l e i n t o l o g i c a l t r u t h s of 
the f i r s t kind by p u t t i n g synonyms f o r synonyms; (2) 
the motion of synonymy i t s e l f i s made c l e a r . 
I n other words. White demands a d e f i n i t i o n of the 
term "synonymy" only in.order to accept the a n a l y t i c / 
s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n . A d e f i n i t i o n of "synonymy" i s 
regarded as s a t i s f a c t o r y by White, i f i t i s expressed i n 
xinambiguous terms. By contrast w i t h Quine, he does not 
i n s i t on a b e h a v i o u r i s t i c c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of i t . 
White goes on t o consider two proposed c r i t e r i a f o r 
s o r t i n g out a n a l y t i c statements: 
71 . 
1 . A n a l y t i c statements are those whose denials are 
s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y . 
White says t h a t the statement: 
" I t i s not the case t h a t a l l men are r a t i o n a l animals" 
i s not an e x p l i c i t c o n t r a d i c t i o n of the form "A and not A" 
and t h a t no such c o n t r a d i c t i o n can be deduced from i t . 
I f i t i s s a i d t h a t t h i s statement i s s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y 
because "man" i s synonymous w i t h " r a t i o n a l animal", then 
the question i s begged since the n o t i o n of "synonymy" 
stands i n no less need f o r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n than the n o t i o n 
of a n a l y t i c i t y i t s e l f . Thus, i f the c r i t e r i o n were 
construed l i t e r a l l y i t would not be h e l p f u l , and i f i t 
were not construed l i t e r a l l y , the question would be 
begged. 
2. " I f we were presented w i t h something which was not 
a r a t i o n a l animal, we would not c a l l i t a man". 
Thus " A l l men are r a t i o n a l animals" i s a n a l y t i c . 
Vvhite says t h a t according t o the above c r i t e r i o n 
of a n a l y t i c i t y , statements such as " A l l men are feat h e r l e s s 
bipeds" which are s y n t h e t i c , i s not d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e from 
a n a l y t i c statements, such as, " A l l men are r a t i o n a l 
animals". The very things which l a c k r a t i o n a l i t y , and 
th e r e f o r e are not c a l l e d "men", w i l l also l a c k "feathers" 
and at the same time are not "biped". So t h i s c r i t e r i o n 
i s q u i t e useless. 
These seem t o be the most important points i n White's 
o p p o s i t i o n to the A n a l y t i c / S y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n . I 
s h a l l attempt to comment more f u l l y on the a n t i d u a l i s t s 
views when I come t o the next chapter, when I 




The Defence of the Analytic/Synthetic D i s t i n c t i o n 
Chapter Three 
(A) C r i t i c i s m of Quine's Views on A n a l y t i c i t y . 
Quine's views on a n a l y t i c i t y and the analytic/synthetic 
d i s t i n c t i o n have met a flood of c r i t i c a l reviews and d i s -
cussions, more philosophers disagreeing than agreeing with 
him. But I think that i n many cases the depth of his views 
on t h i s subject and the important fundamental issues 
which they raise have escaped the notice and appreciation 
of his c r i t i c s . I t seems to me that Quine's views can 
be understood and appreciated only i f those issues have 
been f u l l y taken i n t o consideration. For that matter, 
Quine's objections to the analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n 
can only be objectively c r i t i c i z e d i f we do not lose 
s i g h t , even f o r a moment, of the t o t a l context i n which 
they were raised. I t would be quite f r u i t l e s s to adopt 
a piece-meal approach to Quine's views on a n a l y t i c i t y , 
as many oflihis c r i t i c s have done. I n many cases, i t i s 
such c r i t i c s who denied Quine's views any value and 
showed no or l i t t l e appreciation f o r t h e i r depth and 
o r i g i n a l i t y . This i s not to suggest that those who take 
a general approach are. not c r i t i c a l of Quine, or that 
Quine's views themselves are f a u l t l e s s ; i t i s just meant 
as a warning against the practice of considering Quine's 
views on a n a l y t i c i t y i n i s o l a t i o n from the t o t a l context 
i n which they are raised. 
I n the l a s t chapter I have gone some way towards 
the c l a r i f i c a t i o n of some of the issues involved i n Quine's 
attack on the analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n by consider-
ing the background of that attack. Now, before going on 
to consider what points of c r i t i c i s m were advanced by 
Quine's c r i t i c s , and whether they are j u s t i f i e d or not, 
73. 
I f e e l I must add some points which I hope w i l l help 
to explain more f u l l y the context i n which Quine mounts 
his attack against the old d i s t i n c t i o n o 
I n the f i r s t place, i t i s of the utmost importance 
to be realized that Quine i s reacting against such 
philosophers as L e i b n i z L o c k e and Hvime, who used to 
draw a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between two worlds which they 
believed to be guite apart and separate: the world of 
reason, the " l o g i c a l " or "verbal" world and the world 
of f a c t s , the "physical" or "factual world* Those 
philosophers made t h i s dichotomy because of t h e i r under-
l y i n g b e l i e f that what can be learned from the exploration 
of one of those worlds has no essential connection with 
what can be learned from the other» I t i s also fi-ouaiiyr/:. 
important to be realized that Quine i s reaclbing against 
Schlick, Carnap and Ayer. For t h i s l a t t e r group of 
philosophers the analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n i s an 
absolute one and i t i s so co-extensive with the contrasts 
between the verbal and the r e a l ; the necessary and the 
contingent; and the a p r i o r i and the empiricalo 
For Quine these absolute d i s t i n c t i o n s are unclear 
and \inacceptable. They spring from the reductionistic 
dogma which ought to be eliminated. For him, our attempts 
to v e r i f y empirical statements never confront us with 
anything l i k e atomic sense-data, or simple and immediately 
apprehended facts which confirm or i n f i r m a particular 
statemento No isolated statement i s ever confirmed or 
refuted by experience alone. We could uphold any stater 
1 , I n f a c t those three philosophers made three d i f f e r e n t 
d i s t i n c t i o n s ; f o r Leibniz, the d i s t i n c t i o n i s between 
the necessary and the contingent; f o r Locke i t i s be-
tween certain and probable knowledge; f o r Hume i t i s 
between truths of reason and matters of f a c t . 
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ment whatever, come what may, provided we are ready to 
accommodate the contrary experiences by abandoning other 
statements, and so adjusting or revising our conceptual 
system as a whole. Conversely, we can i n a similar way 
give up any statement, no matter how strongly i t has 
been confirmed i n the past, provided we are ready to 
make the necessary s h i f t s and re-shuffles i n our con-
ceptual systems-rearrangements which might sometimes be 
quite extensive. 
Thus what i s confirmed or infirmed by experience i s 
not isolated statements, but the whole of our conceptual 
system, and no part of our conceptual system could be 
confirmed or infirmed without reference to experience. 
There i s no case i n which a statement or even group of 
statements can be confirmed or infirmed without the 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n of experience. 
Thus, Quine does not only react against Leibniz, 
Locke and Hume's dichotomies, but brings himself against 
the powerful group of contemporary philosophers, mainly 
l o g i c a l p o s i t i v i s t s , who believe that there are important 
t r u t h s , including those of logic and mathematics, which 
being f a c t u a l l y vacuous, are c e r t i f i a b l e by l i n g u i s t i c 
consideration alone. More generally, those l o g i c a l posit-
i v i s t s believe that the significance of statements i s 
due to two components. One is empirical or fact u a l , and 
the other i s l i n g u i s t i c . The f i r s t component i s governed 
by empirical r e a l i t i e s , while the other i s governed by 
conventions. I n the l i m i t i n g case of factu a l vacuousness, 
only the l i n g u i s t i c component dominates and hence we have 
an analytic as opposed to a sjnathetic or empirical state-
ment - that i s , a statement which has some factual content. 
I n t h i s way the sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between analytic and 
synthetic statements i s made by these recent philosophers 
as i t has. been made, i n d i f f e r e n t ways by the early p h i l -
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Quine accepts the proposition that the significance 
of statements consists of two components, one factual 
and the other l i n g u i s t i c o But he disputes the existence 
of the l i m i t i n g cases i n which the significance i s t o t a l l y 
determined either by language or by f a c t s . For him, the 
significance of statements i s determined by, 
(a) the pragmatic behavioural attitudes of the users of 
the language ( I f there are any l i n g u i s t i c conventions, 
they must f i t here) 
(b) the kind of r e a l i t y or f a c t u a l i t y or experience which 
those statements seek to express, i n t e r p r e t and organize. 
For Quine there i s no way of dissociating pure syntax 
and l i n g u i s t i c consideration from those two factors, no 
way of divorcing pure syntax from pragmatics and semantics. 
The three must be considered as an undivided whole. Ex-
perience and r e a l i t y i s at the bottom of everything, and 
i n some sense determines everything: that i s to say, o\ir 
language and behavioural attitudes are i n some sense deter-
mined by experience. But yet experience does not s t r i c t l y 
and uniquely determine pur language and behaviour. There 
i s a great degree of choice and freedom, and so great 
room f o r conventions of language and symbolism. I n general* 
there i s a great measure of freedom i n our conceptualiz-
ation a c t i v i t y . But t h i s freedom never becomes absolute 
at any point, i f we are engaged i n s c i e n t i f i c enquiry. 
We must always exercise t h i s freedom of choice with an 
eye to experience. 
i?or Quine, science as a whole i s nothing more or less 
than our t o t a l conceptual system. The relation between 
science and experience i s that the former faces the 
tr i b u n a l of the l a t t e r as a wholfe. I quote his essay 
once more: 
"The t o t a l i t y of our so-called knowledge or b e l i e f s . 
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from the most causal matters of geography and history to 
the profoundest laws of atomic physics or even of pure 
m§thamatics and log i c , i s a man-made f a b r i c which impinges 
on experience only along the edges. Or, to change the 
f i g u r e , t o t a l science i s l i k e a f i e l d of force whose 
boundary conditions are experience. A c o n f l i c t with 
experience at periphery occasions readjustments i n the 
i n t e r i o r of the f i e l d " ^ " " ^ 
I t i s t h i s context of attention to the t o t a l i t y of 
knowledge that Quine questions the absolute d i s t i n c t i o n 
between analytic and synthetic statements and stipulates 
a difference of degree between them. His view i s essen-
t i a l l y a global one, and foi? i t analytic and sjmthetic 
statements fDPm a kind of continuum i n which the difference 
between them i s vague, no hard and f a s t l i n e of demarc-
ation can be drawn. 
According to Quine, any attempt to draw such a hard 
and f a s t l i n e w i l l force i t s maker i n t o intensional t e r r -
i t o r y . Quine's distaste and f l i g h t from intensional i s 
a charac t e r i s t i c and central theme of his philosophy. 
For him, intensional notions such as "meaning", "propojftion", 
" a n a l y t i c i t y " , "synonymy", "necessity", are unclear and 
are supposed to make reference to abstract e n t i t i e s which 
he r e j e c t s . Therefore, Quine t r i e d to explain these i n t e n -
(2) 
sL onal notions extensionallyi 
With these remarks i n mind, I shall nJaw go to consider 
the views of Quine's c r i t i c s on a n a l y t i c i t y and the anal-
yt i c / s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n . 
Objections to Quine's views. 
( 1 ) Does Guine r e j e c t Analvtic/Svnthetic Distinction 
Quine i s c r i t i c i z e d by Grice and Strawson and others^^' 
1 . Two Dogmas of Empiricism. 
2. We s h a l l see how Quine proposes to eliminate intensions 
i n the f i n a l chapter. 
3 o Among those r a i s i n g t h i s objection are : G.K. Herbert, 
H. Putnam, W.N. Walsh and others. 
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on the grounds that he rejects the analytic/synthetic 
d i s t i n c t i o n as such. These c r i t i c s argue that t h i s 
d i s t i n c t i o n i s not only backed by a long philosophical 
t r a d i t i o n , but i s established by a dominant and current 
philosophical usage. The f a c t that they are cases which 
can not easily be c l a s s i f i e d as either anafertic or syn-
t h e t i c does not j u s t i f y the rejection of the d i s t i n c t i o n , 
as Waismann thinks, because these are also clear-cut cases 
of analytic and synthetic statements. Moreover, the classes 
of analytic and synthetic statements are open classes i n 
the sense that we can always add new members to them and 
on the basis of the d i s t i n c t i o n Grice and Strawsto, r i g h t l y 
argue that t h i s i s a l l that i s needed to draw any 
d i s t i n c t i o n :^ ''^  
But there i s no need to appeal only to t r a d i t i o n s 
i n order to show that the analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n 
(2) 
exists f o r there i s also present practice. We can 
appeal, that i s , to the f a c t that those who use the terms 
"analytic"and "synthetic" do to a very considerable extent 
agree i n the applications they make of them. They apply 
the term "analytic" to more or less the same cases and 
hesitate overr.more or less the same cases. This argument 
extends not only to cases which they have taught so to 
characterise, but to new cases. I n short, "analytic" and 
"synthetic" have more or less established philosophical 
use, and t h i s seems to suggest that i t i s absurd, even 
senseless, to say that there i s no such d i s t i n c t i o n . For 
i n general, i f a p a i r of contrasting expressions are 
h a b i t u a l l y and generally, used i n application to the same 
casres, #ere these cases do not form a closed l i s t , t h i s 
i s a s u f f i c i e n t condition f o r saying that there are kinds 
1 . Grice and Strawson " I n Defence of a Dogma!'. 
2. My words. 
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of cases to which the expressions apply; and nothing more 
i s needed f o r them to mark a d i s t i n c t i o n " . 
But Grice and StraF/son themselves r e t r e a t from saying 
that vthis i s what Quine wants to say; at a l l events, they 
r e t r e a t from saying that Quine rejects the analytic/syn-
t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n i n so crude a way. Instead they claim 
i n t h e i r paper,, that what Quine wants to say i s that the 
difference which philosophers suppose themselves to be 
drawing"by use of the correlated terms "analytic", "synthetic" 
simply does not e x i s t . However, Grice and Strawson are 
s a t i s f i e d that Quine wants to reject the analytic/synthetic 
d i s t i n c t i o n i n one way or the other. 
I t seems to me that t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Quine i s 
inc o r r e c t ; that Quine does not wish to r e j e c t the existence 
of the d i s t i n c t i o n as such, but only wants to discredit 
or dispute the existence of a sharp and absolute d i s t i n c t i o n 
between analytic and synthetic statements. What leads me 
to t h i s view are the following reasons : 
( l ) F i r s t of a l l , Quine i n the beginning of his paper, 
"Two dogmas of empiricism" says that he has no problem 
regarding the a n a l y t i c i t y of l o g i c a l truths, or the 
class of statements t y p i f i e d by the example, 
No unmarried men are raarriedS' 
nor^. does he have any problem about a second class of 
statements where a n a l y t i c i t y i s established by e x p l i c i t 
s t i p u l a t i o n . His doubts about a n a l y t i c i t y are caused by 
another class of statements t j r p i f i e d by the example : 
No bachelors are married: 
But even t h i s l a t t e r class of statements could be accepted 
as analytic i f synonymy has been explained to Quine*s 
s a t i s f a c t i o n . 
( i i ) Even wi t h i n his u n i f i e d system of science and conceptual 
scheme, Quine gives analytic statements a kind of central 
and pr i v i l e g e d p o s i t i o n . They are abandoned only when 
we make a very extensive conceptual revision, a conceptual 
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revision i n which one cannot accommodate contrary ex-
perience by revising and giving up empirical statements 
alone. This i s because these analytic statements l i e 
i n the core and centre of our conceptual system, and as 
such are not affected by l i g h t or small adjustments i n 
the system. 
What Quine i s keen to re j e c t i s the sharp d i s t i n c t i o n 
between analytic and synthetic statments because i t leads, 
according to him, to some kind of atomic reductionism which 
i s unempirical, and some kind of language/fact dualism 
which does not take f u l l consideration of our pragmatic 
a t t i t u d e s . However, I think Quine i s to be blamed f o r 
f a i l i n g t o bring up t h i s point c l e a r l y and xanequivocally. 
Not only t h i s , but there are p&rases i n his writings which, 
i f considered i n i s o l a t i o n , strongly suggests that he r e -
jects the d i s t i n c t i o n as such. One of these phrases i s 
the f o l l o w i n g one s 
.."But a boundary between analytic and synthetic 
statements simply fias not been drawn. That there i s such 
a d i s t i n c t i o n to be drawn at a l l . i s an unempirical dogma 
(4) 
of empiricists, a metaphysical a r t i c l e of f a i t h . ^ ' 
What Quine ought to say or wishes to say i s that no 
hard and f a s t boundary has been drawn between ana^lc and 
synthetic propositions and that no such d e f i n i t e boundary, 
as a matter of f a c t , e x i s t s . I t seems to me that t h i s i s 
one important instance i n which the opponents of Quine, 
with Grice and Strawson at the head of the l i s t , have i n 
f a c t misinterpreted his objection to the analytic/synthetic 
d i s t i n c t i o n . This objection could be v a l i d against P. 
Waisman who i s prima r i l y worried about the distinction's 
apparent f a i l u r e to apply to a very large class of border-
l i n e cases and who rejects the d i s t i n c t i o n as such because 
of t h i s reason. But as I have said above, this misinter-
"Two Dogmas of Empiricism" Quine. 
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pretation of Quine i s not t o t a l l y without j u s t i f i c a t i o n . 
(2) I s Quine being Over-fussy about certain C r i t e r i a of 
Cl a r i t y ? 
Quine i s alleged, by Grice and Strawson, Hibert and 
others, to be engaged i n a dubious l i n e of argument i n 
which he jumps from the premise that the nature of the 
analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n i s unclear $0 the conclusion 
that the d i s t i n c t i o n as such does not e x i s t . Grice and 
Strawson f r e e l y admit that Quine i s quite r i g h t i n saying 
that the nature of the d i s t i n c t i o n as i t stands i n unclear 
and i s i n bad need of further c l a r i f i c a t i o h . But they 
argue that thi s f a c t does not j u s t i f y the rejection of 
the d i s t i n c t i o n . Moreover, they allege that Quine i s per-
haps being over-fussy about t h i s point setting up excessively 
high standards of c l a r i t y and demanding that i f the d i s t -
i n c t i o n i s to be c l a r i f i e d i t must be shov/n to s a t i s f y 
them. The nature of t h i s demand i s thus described by 
(A) 
Grice and Strawson: 
"To make "satisfactory sense" of one of these ex-
pressions ("analytic" and "synthetic") would seem to 
involve two things, ( l ) I t would seem to involve providing 
an explanation which does not incorporate any expressions 
belonging to the f a m i l y - c i r c l e [|her© the reference i s to 
the family of intensional terms comprising : "meaning", 
"proportion","necessity", "synonymy" etc. which Quine 
r e j e c t s ] (2) I t would seem that the explanation provided 
must be of the same general character as those rejected 
explanations which do incorporate members of the family-
c i r c l e . I t i s true that Quine does not e x p l i c i t l y state 
the second requirement; but since he does not even consider 
the question whether any other kind of explanation would 
be relevant, i t seems reasonable to a t t r i b u t e i t to him." 
Thus i t seems that Quine requires of a satisfactory 
explanation of the analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n that 
i t should take the form of a p r e t t y s t r i c t d e f i n i t i o n 
which does not use any of those intensional terms. 
1 . " I n Defence of a Dogma" Grice and Strawson. 
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Strawson i n his paper, "^Proposition, Concepts and 
Logical Truth" attempts to show that i t i s not possible 
to do away with intensional notions i f Quine's view i s 
to make any sense at a l l . I n p a r t i c u l a r , he showed that 
Quine's characterization of l o g i c a l t r u t h s , and consequently 
of a n a l y t i c i t y , does rest on intensional notions whether 
Quine l i k e s i t or not. I s h a l l not discuss t h i s l a s t 
point now, but come to i t l a t e r and consider i t i n i t s 
own r i g h t . For the moment l e t us consider whether Quine 
i s j u s t i f i e d i n claiming that i t i s not possible to draw 
a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between analytic and the synthetic 
unless the nature of the d i s t i n c t i o n i s c l a r i f i e d f i r s t . 
Grice and Strawson would say i t i s quite possible 
to draw the d i s t i n c t i o n without awaiting any further c l a r -
i f i c a t i o n . They say that there are many distinctions 
inside and outside philosophy which s t i l l await adequate 
philosophical c l a r i f i c a t i o n , but which are not rejected 
f o r t h i s reason. 
I t seems to me that t h i s i s another case i n which 
Quine has been misinterpreted. But i t i s quite easy to 
see that t h i s misinterpretation s tems from the f i r s t one 
i n which Quihe i s alleged to be r e j e c t i n g the d i s t i n c t i o n 
as such. 
Quine's main problem i s to f i n d out not whether the 
analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n does i n fact exist or not, 
but rather whether i t i s one of kind or degree. Quine 
writ e s ^ ^ ^ : 
"The issue over there being classes seems more a 
question of convenient conceptual scheme; the issue over 
there being centaurs, or brick houses on Elm Street, seems 
more a question of f a c t . But I have been urging that t h i s 
difference i s only one of degree, and that i t turns upon 
our vaguely pragmatic i n c l i n a t i o n to adjust one strand 
1. '^ wo Dogmas " page 46 o 
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of the f a b r i c of science rather than another i n accommod-
ating some pa r t i c u l a r r e c a l c i t r a n t experience. Conserv-
atism figures i n such choices, and so does the quest 
f o r s i m p l i c i t y . 
Carnap, Lewis, and others take a pragmatic stand on 
the question of choosing between language forms, s c i e n t i f i c 
frameworks; but t h e i r pragmatism leaves o f f at the imagined 
boundary between the analytic and the synthetic. I n r e -
pudiating such a boundary I espouse a more thorough prag-
matism. Each man i s given a s c i e n t i f i c heritage plus a 
continuing barrage of sensory stimulation; and the con-
siderations which guide him i n warping his s c i e n t i f i c 
heritage to f i t his continuing sensory promptings are, 
where r a t i o n a l , pragmatic". I t i s quite obvious that 
you do need to explore i t s nature before you can decide 
whether the d i s t i n c t i o n i s one of degree or kind. Perhaps 
Quine's instance on the c l a r i f i c a t i o n of the nature of 
the d i s t i n c t i o n would be quite superfluous i f the issue 
i s whether the d i s t i n c t i o n as such does i n fac t exist 
or not, as Grice and Strawson have pointed out. I t 
seems to me that the analytic/synthetic distinction b ears 
on many cen t r a l issues both i n sematics and s c i e n t i f i c 
method and f o r t h i s reason the c l a r i f i c a t i o n of i t s 
nature, i s f a r more important than j u s t to claim that 
the existence of clear-cut cases of analytic and synthetic 
statements i s a s u f f i c i e n t proof that the distinction as 
such does e x i s t . Quine i s interested i n the d i s t i n c t i o n 
not f o r i t s own sake, but because i t i s related to some 
very important issues concerning s c i e n t i f i c enquiry. And 
whenever issues of foundation of science are considered 
one does need to be very clear about meanings of terms 
and the d i s t i n c t i o n s which they pre-suppose. So I think 
Quine i s quite j u s t i f i e d i n his enquiry about the c l a r i t y 
of an extremely ambiguous term " a n a l y t i c i t y " and the 
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analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n which i t presupposes. Yet, 
I am not quite sure at t h i s point whether Quine i s j u s t -
i f i e d i n his f l i g h t from intension, though he surely i s 
j u s t i f i e d i n r e j e c t i n g the explanation of analytlOity i n 
terms of any member of those intensional terms such as 
"synonymy", "necessity", "meaning" because he has 
shown that these terms are i n no less need of c l a r i f i c a t i o n 
than the notion of a n a l y t i c i t y i t s e l f . 
( 3 ) Does Quine Appeal to Intensional Terms i n his 
Characterization of Logical Truth ? 
Strawson says i n his paper "Propositions, Concepts 
and Logical Truth" that Quine's characterization of Logical 
truths presupposes the intensional notions of the i d e n t i t y 
of propositions and concepts. He expounds t h i s i n the 
following way : 
According to Quine a l o g i c a l t r u t h i s "a statement 
which i s true and remains true under a l l re-interpretations 
of i t s components other than the l o g i c a l p a r t i c l e s " . ^ ^ ^ 
In "Methods of Logic", Quine explains what he means by 
re i n t e r p r e t i n g the components of a statement : he says i t 
i s making substitutions upon i t s component words and 
phrases "as we please" must not be taken l i t e r a l l y ; the 
substitutions which Quine means must be uniform: one must 
substitute the same phrase or word f o r every occurrance 
of the word or phrase to be substituted. 
But what i s meant by "same" here, Strawson asks; 
What i s the c r i t e r i a of the i d e n t i t y of substitution ? 
Strawson says that i t i s not s u f f i c i e n t to say that the 
sub s t i t u t i o n must s a t i s f y the cnndition of "typographical 
i d e n t i t y " , that i s to say the condition that the s u b s t i t -
u t i o n should be found to consist of the same l e t t e r s 
arranged i n the same groupings i n the same order. Sub-
s t i t u t i o r : ^ according to the condition of typographical 
1, "Two Dogmas of Empiricism". Quine.'s From a Logical 
page 25. 
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i d e n t i t y , have been made i n the following two examples; 
but f a r from turning out to produce Logical truths they 
can produce false sentences: 
(1) I f he i s sick, then he i s sick. 
Here the phrase "he i s sick" i s ambiguous; i t could 
refer to Bbraeonels physical or psychological condition. 
(2) No unilluminated book i s illuminated. 
We can easily imagine a s i t u a t i o n i n which t h i s state-
ment i s a falsehood. 
One way out of t h i s d i f f i c u l t y i s to say that the 
sentences or the expressions to be substituted f o r each 
other must have the same meaning or express the same 
proposition. But obviously, t h i s way out i s a b l i n d a l l e y 
f o r Quine, because i t refers to the intensional notions 
of "meaning" and "proposition". 
I think i t i s quite true that Quine does refer to 
some intensional notions both i n his characterization 
of l o g i c a l t r u t h and elsewhere i n his paper against the 
analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n . Moreover, I think Quine 
himself i s quite aware of th i s . . But he does not seem 
to be p a r t i c u l a r l y ashamed of i t . On the contrary, he 
seems to have an explanation f o r i t which I f i n d both 
reasonable and convincing. I n his book Word and Object, 
i n a t a c i t reference to Strawson's objection against his 
using some of the intensional notions which he has rejected 
as unclear, Quine says that i t i s quite a legitimate 
procedure i n science to r e j e c t notions at one level of 
explanation where less confusion i s l i k e l y to be caused 
by:-their use. I n other words, Quine suggests that, while 
r e j e c t i n g intensional concepts i n explaining a n a l y t i c i t y , 
on the grounds that they are l i k e l y to y i e l d more confus-
ion than c l a r i t y , he accepts, temporarily, such references 
i n the characterization of l o g i c a l t r u t h , because i t helps 
us to gain more insi g h t i n t o the nature of the notion which 
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we seek to characterize. The following quotation from 
Word and Ob.iect brings out what his aim was i n using those 
intensional concepts which i a another context he re j e c t s : 
" . . . D For consider how I have persisted i n my vernacular 
use of "meaning", "ideas" and the l i k e , long after casting 
doubt on t h e i r supposed objects. True, the use of a term 
can sometimes be reconciled with r e j e c t i o n of i t s objects; 
but I go on using the terms without even sketching any 
such r e c o n c i l i a t i o n . What i s involved here i s simply a 
grading of a u s t e r i t y . I can object to using a certain 
dubious term at c r u c i a l points i n a Theory on the grounds 
that to Bse i t would deprive the theory of i t s desired 
explanatory force; but I can s t i l l use and condone the 
term i n more casual or heuristic connections, where less 
profundity of theoretical explanation i s professed. Such 
grading of aust e r i t y i s a natural adjunct of the s c i e n t i f i c 
enterprise, i f we see that enterprise i n Neurath's way"^ ''"^  
Again, Quine returns to t h i s problem to emphasize 
his basic and fimdamental re j e c t i o n of intensionai idioms, 
allowing no room f o r any doubt over his resolution to 
oppose i n t e n s i o n a l i t y i n science. 
"The analysis i n ^32 was such as to spare us any 
temptation to posit peculiar "intensional objects" of 
hunting, wanting and the l i k e . But there remains a Thesis 
of Brentano's i l l u m i n a t i n g l y developed of la t e by Chisholm, 
that i s d i r e c t l y relevant to our emerging doubts over the 
prepositional attitudes and other intensional locutions. 
I t i s roughly that there i s no breaking out of the inten-
sional vocabulary by explaining i t s members i n other terms. 
Our present r e f l e c t i o n s are favourable to this thesis 
. . . o One may accept the Brentano thesis either as showing 
the indispensability of intensional idioms and the im-
portance of an autonomous science of intension, or as 
1o Word and Ob.iect. ch. 6. ("Plight from Intension) pp.210 
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showing the baselessness of intensional idioms and the 
emptiness of a science of intension. My a t t i t u d e , 
unlike Brentano's, i s the second. 
.....Not that I would forswear d a i l y use of intensional 
idioms, or maintain that they are p r a c t i c a l l y dispensable. 
But they c a l l , I think, f o r b i f u r c a t i o n i n canonical not-
ation which of the various purposes of a canonical not-
ation happens to be motivating us at the time. I f we are 
limning^Ine true and ultimate structure of r e a l i t y , the 
canonical scheme f o r us i s the austere scheme that knows 
no quotation but d i r e c t quotation and no propositional 
a t t i t u d e s , but only the physical constitution and be-
haviour of organisms. I f we are venturing to formulate 
the fimdamental laws of a branch of science, however 
t e n t a t i v e l y , t h i s austere idiom i s again l i k e l y to be 
the one that s u i t s . But i f our use of canonical notation 
i s meant only to dissolve verbal perplexities or f a c i l i t a t e 
l o g i c a l deductions, we are advised to tolerate the idioms 
of propositional a t t i t u d e " . 
With t h i s long quotation from Quine I leave t h i s 
point and move to consider another objection against him. 
(k) Does the so-called Duhemian Argument Support Quine*s 
Objection to Analytic/Synthetic Distinction? 
G.H. Herbert claiilted i n his paper, "The Analytic and 
the S y n t h e t i c " t h a t the Duhemian Argximent, which he 
accepts as correct, does not i n f a c t support Quine's mis-
givings about the analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n . The 
so-called Duhemian Argument i s , very b c i e f l y , that i t i s 
impossible to put to the test an isolated empirical state-
1 . Rare word meaning paint, portray,depict or illuminate. 
2. Word and Object, pp.220 
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ment; t e s t i n g empirical statements involves testing a 
whole group of statements or hypotheses. This argument 
leads to the following conclusions : 
(1) Experience alone cannot compel us absolutely to the 
acceptance of any isolated empirical statement whatsoever, 
independently of our acceptance or re j e c t i o n of some other 
statements. 
(2) No isolated empirical statements can be conclusively 
f a l s i f i e d by experience independently of our acceptance 
or r e j e c t i o n of some other statements. 
That i s to say i t i s , i n p r i n c i p l e , possible to accept 
or r e j e c t any pa r t i c u l a r statement provided we are ready 
to make enough changes i n the sjistem of our hypotheses. 
Herbert says that the Duhemian argument was o r i g i n a l l y 
designed and formulated i n connection with an analysis of 
the l o g i c a l structure of empirical science, and contributed 
greatly to the c l a r i f i c a t i o n of the d i s t i n c t i o n between 
pure and applied mathematics and lo g i c . He wonders at the 
fa c t that Quine, i r o n i c a l l y uses i t to blur the old 
d i s t i n c t i o n between analytic and synthetic statements. 
However, Herbert does not elaborate on t h i s point and does 
not explain to us how the Duheraian argument does explain 
thevdi'stinetlon between pure and applied mathematics and 
lo g i c ; because a f t e r a l l t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n and the analytic/ 
synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n are mutually interdependent. 
Instead, Herbert goes on to consider the way i n which 
Quine makes use of the Duhemian argument and to show that 
that use i s quite unjustified.Quine uses the Duheraian argu-
ment i n the following way: Since empirical statements are 
not, according to the Duhemian, confirmed or infirmed i n 
i s o l a t i o n , i t i s impossible to define and explain cognitive 
synonymy i n terms of statement confirmation. For instance, 
i t would not be correct to say that two statements are 
synonymous i f and only i f t h e i r methods of empirical con-
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f i r m a t i o n are a l i k e ; because obviously such a d e f i n i t i o n 
of synonymy presupposes t h a t i s o l a t e d singular statements 
are confirmed or i n f i r m e d by experienceo And so long as 
i t i s not.possible t o define synonymy, we have, according 
t o Quine, no means of d e f i n i n g a n a l y t i c i t y , because i t 
i s possible t o define a n a l y t i c i t y only i f we have a s a t i s -
f a c t o r y d e f i n i t i o n of synonymyo Against t h i s Herbert ob-
j e c t s t h a t although the Duhemian argument i s generally 
v a l i d , synonymy can s t i l l be defined i n the f o l l o w i n g 
way : 
Two statements and are synonymous i f and only 
i f the f o l l o w i n g three conditions are s a t i s f i e d . 
(1) (P^, P2,..., Pj^o S^) z> q 
,(2) (P^, Pg* Pn"^2^ ^ CL 
( 3 ) The t r u t h values of P^, P^ *..., P^^ 
are the same f o r both ( l ) and ( 2 ) , 
where : 
(a) P^, P^, •••Pjj are statements, which are confirmed 
a t the same time and i n conjunction w i t h and 
(b) q i s an observation statemento 
Quine a c t u a l l y does not, t o my knowledge, make a 
r e p l y t o Hisrbert, but i t i s not d i f f i c u l t t o p r e d i c t what 
he would have t o say i n t h i s r e s p e c t 0 I suppose he would 
o b j e c t t o the above d e f i n i t i o n of synonymy f i r s t on the 
grounds t h a t i t would not be easy to determine whether q 
i s i n f a c t an observation statement or not, and i n the 
second place t h a t i t would not be easy t o determine 
whether the statements which are im p l i e d by (1) and (2) 
are i n f a c t the same statements. I t would be possible 
t o do t h i s only i f we had a c r i t e r i o n of statement-
i d e n t i t y a t our d i s p o s a l . But as a matter of f a c t i t i s 
such a c r i t e r i o n which we are seeking. 
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The b e l i e f t h a t we can i s o l a t e observation sentences 
and e m p i r i c a l l y confirm them i s , according t o Quine, 
reminiscent of atomic reductionism which he considers as 
an xinempirical dogmao I f Herbert proposes a s i m i l a r 
d e f i n i t i o n t o avoid the above o b j e c t i o n , t h a t i s to 
say i f he t r i e s t o show t h a t the statements im p l i e d by 
( l ) and (2) are i n f a c t the same statement, he would be 
f a l l i n g i n t o a k i n d of c i r c u l a r i t y . 
Herbert maintains t h a t i t i s only because the terms 
"change", "adjustment", " r e v i s i o n " , are i n f a c t ambiguous 
t h a t Quine's views on a n a l y t i c i t y have a c e r t a i n appear-
ance of p l a u s i b i l i t y and s i m p l i c i t y o According to those 
views any k i n d of statement v/hether i t belongs t o geog-
raphy, h i s t o r y , mathematics or l o g i c , can, i n p r i n c i p l e , 
be r e v i s e d . Herbert says t h a t two main kinds of r e v i s i o n 
or change 
(1) One i s a k i n d of change which a f f e c t s some emp i r i c a l 
hypothesis w i t h i n the framework of a given language w i t h 
i t s conceptual apparatus. 
(2) A completely d i f f e r e n t k i n d of change i s one which 
happens i n our conceptual apparatus i t s e l f , t h a t i s t o 
Bay a change i n our language and i t s semantical and 
s y n t a c t i c a l r u l e s . This second k i n d of change takes 
place when we re - d e f i n e a term so t h a t i t s r e f e r e n t i a l 
meaning becomes d i f f e r e n t , or so t h a t c e r t a i n statements 
i n which i t occurs becomes f u n c t i o n a l l y a p r i o r i : Such 
a k i n d of change, al l e g e d Herbert, commits us only t o a 
c e r t a i n system of a n a l y t i c statements, i t does not enable 
us t o d e r i v e any confirmable or disconfirmable p r e d i c a t i o n s . 
Herbert wants t o say t h a t Quine does not take f u l l 
accoimt of the d i s t i n c t i o n letween these two kinds of 
r e v i s i o n , i h d t h a t t h i s i s a d i s t i n c t i o n of kind which 
i s incompatible w i t h Quine's gradualism and r e j e c t i o n of 
absolutism as f a r as the a n l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n 
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i s concerned. But I t h i n k t h a t Quine i s qu i t e aware of 
the d i s t i n c t i o n between tv;o senses of r e v i s i o n or change, 
nor would Herbert's o b j e c t i o n discount him. Herbert's 
d i s t i n c t i o n would be one of k i n d only i f the a n a l y t i c / s y n -
t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n i s one of k i n d , the former pre-supposes 
the l a t t e r ; or a t a l l events the two d i s t i n c t i o n s are i n t e r -
dependent. 
So, i t seems t o me, t h a t Herbert's objections against 
Quine are answerable« 
(5) Does Quine Postulate an Absolute D i s t i n c t i o n betr/een 
L o g i c a l and D e s c r i p t i v e Terms ? 
I t has been al l e g e d by some of Quine's c r i t i c s , i n c l u d -
i n g Grice and Strawson, t h a t Quine's gradualism and r e j e c t i o n 
of dualism i s not a r a d i c a l one, and t h a t i t does end a t 
an absolute d i s t i n c t i o n -namely t h a t which he s t i p u l a t e s 
between l o g i c a l constants and d e s c r i p t i v e terms while con-
s i d e r i n g the d e f i n i t i o n of l o g i c a l t r u t h : 
" a l o g i c a l t r u t h i s a statement which i s t r u e 
and remains t r u e xmder a l l r e - i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of i t s com-
ponents other than the l o g i c a l p a r t i c l e s . " 
Obviously, t h i s c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of l o g i c a l t r u t h does 
appeal t o the d i s t i n c t i o n between l o g i c a l and d e s c r i p t i v e 
terms. That i s t o say, i t appeals t o meaning, which c e r t i f i e s 
l o g i c a l t r u t h s , i n co n t r a s t to f a c t s , which c e r t i f y e m p i r i c a l 
t r u t h s . But t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n between meaning and f a c t s 
i s c l e a r l y more fundamental than the d i s t i n c t i o n between 
a n a l y t i c and s y n t h e t i c statements. I f Quine d i d maintain 
a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between meanings and f a c t s , while a t 
the same time r e j e c t i n g the idea t h a t the a n a l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c 
d i s t i n c t i o n i s an absolute one, he would of course be g u i l t y 
of a p l a i n inconsistency. But I do not t h i n k t h a t he ever 
po s t u l a t e s such a sharp and absolute d i s t i n c t i o n between 
meanings and f a c t s . On the contrary, h i s whole p o i n t i s 
t h a t meanings should be married to f a c t s and overt be-
haviour of organisms, otherwise he would not have been 
on the constant f l i g h t from i n t e n s i o n s . To support t h i s , 
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I would nust quote t h i s paragraph from h i s r e p l y t o 
Carnap^''' : 
"Within n a t u r a l science, there i s a continuum of 
graduations, from statements which r e p o r t observations 
t o those which r e f l e c t basic f e a t u r e s , say of quantum 
theory or the theory of r e l a t i v i t y . . . . statements of 
ontology or even of mathematics and Logic form a c o n t i n -
u a t i o n of t h i s continuum, a. c o n t i n u a t i o n which i s perhaps 
yet more remote from observation than are the c e n t r a l 
p r i n c i p l e s of quantum theory or r e l a t i v i t y . The d i f f e r e n c e s 
here are i n my view d i f f e r e n c e s only i n degree and not i n 
k i n d . Science i s a u n i f i e d s t r u c t u r e , and i n p r i n c i p l e 
i t i s the s t r u c t u r e as a whole, and not i t s component 
statements one by one, t h a t experience confirms or shows 
to be i m p e r f e c t " . 
Quine i s supposed t o have made t h i s p o i n t quite 
c l e a r l y , when he considers the c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of l o g i c a l 
t r u t h s . But a c t u a l l y he does n o t . Yet he does c l a r i f y 
i t i n the second p a r t of h i s paper "Two Dogmas of Empiricism", 
and i n quotations l i k e t h a t j u s t given. 
(6) What Does Quine Mean by the "Whole of Science'?? 
I t has been alleged by Herbert t h a t there i s no such 
t h i n g as "the whole of science" t o which Quine co n s t a n t l y 
r e f e r s ; and t h a t Quine d i d not r e a l l y e x p l a i n what he 
means by i t . What Herbert wants to dispute i s t h a t i n 
our day-to-day s c i e n t i f i c enquiry we do not, i n f a c t , meet 
such an e n t i t y as "the whole of science". Moreover, Herbert 
maintains t h a t although Duhemian argtiment i s on the whole 
c o r r e c t y e t as f a r - a s statement-confirmation i s concerned 
we are never faced i n p r a c t i c e w i t h a s i t u a t i o n which i s 
as hopeless as the argument seems to suggest. That i s t o 
1. Quine : "On Carnap*s Views on Ontology" 
P h i l o s o p h i c a l Studies.(1951) 
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say, i n a c t u a l p r a c t i c e we do, despite the Djihemian argument 
i n f a c t confirni p a r t i c u l a r statements. 
This may be t r u e , but Quine i s not i n t e r e s t e d i n 
day-to-day matters but i n matters of p r i n c i p l e . The r e v i s i o n 
w i t h which he i s concerned i s a r e v i s i o n i n p r i n c i p l e , and 
the issues w i t h which he i s u l t i m a t e l y concerned are t h e o r e t -
i c a l issues about the foundation of our methods of s c i e n t -
i f i c e nquiry. So t h i s l a s t remark of Herbert i s not wholly 
r e l e v a n t t o Quine*s p o s i t i o n . As to the question whether 
Quine d i d or d i d not make c l e a r what he means by the phrase 
"the whole of science" I t h i n k the quotation on page 
and others^^^ which I gave when I was considering Quine's gen-
e r a l p h i l o s o p h i c a l p o s i t i o n , both i n the l a s t chapter and 
at the beginning of t h i s chapter show qu i t e c l e a r l y what 
he means by i t . To my mind, there i s no obscu r i t y here. 
I s i t Possible t o Refute Quine's Arguments. 
I have pointed out t h a t Quine cannot i n f a c t be r e -
f u t e d by simply p o i n t i n g out c l e a r - c u t cases of a n a l y t i c 
and s y n t h e t i c statements and maintaining t h a t t h i s i s a l l 
t h a t i s needed t o j u s t i f y the existence and v a l i d i t y of 
the a n a l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n . Quine, as I have shown, 
never wanted t o dispute the existence of the d i s t i n c t i o n 
as such. What he i s j u s t i f i a b l y i n t e r e s t e d i n i s f i n d i n g 
out what the nature of t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i s : i s such t h a t 
the d i s t i n c t i o n i s one of k i n d or i s i t one of degree ? And 
what r a t i o n a l e does t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n have ? I n other words 
what makes us f e e l t h a t t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i s of t h i s nature 
r a t h e r than another. I n p a r t i c u l a r , what are the motives 
and reasons of the d u a l i s t s , of those who believe i n an 
absolute d i s t i n c t i o n between a n a l y t i c and sy n t h e t i c s t a t e -
ments ? Here Quine has made f o u r important challenges t o 
those who defend the absolute d i s t i n c t i o n , the dichotomists. 
1. See "Two Dogmas of Empiricism". From a L o g i c a l p.U2 
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and I f e e l i t i s possible to refute Quine only i f those 
four changes have been met. The four challenges are the 
following: 
(1) The nature of the d i s t i n c t i o n must be c l a r i f i e d and 
explained i n such a way as to j u s t i f y the b e l i e f i n a 
hard and f a s t cleavage between analytic and synthetic 
statements. 
(2) The explanation required i n (1) must not be given i n 
terms of any intensional idioms. 
(3) Due to the Duhemian argument i t i s not possible to 
hold any kind of statement as immune from revision. This 
argument i s of course i n a di r e c t c l a s h with the theory 
that necessary or an a l y t i c statements are i n consequence 
immune from r e v i s i o n because they are f a c t u a l l y vacuous, 
or tautologous. They are the extreme or l i m i t i n g case, 
i n T i i i c h only the l i n g u i s t i c component reigns absolutely. 
The only factors that matter here are l i n g u i s t i c conventions, 
and i t i s those l i n g u i s t i c conventions which make those 
statements u n i v e r s a l l y v a l i d and necessary : 
"The p r i n c i p l e s of l o g i c and mathematics are true univ-
e r s a l l y simply because we never allow them to be anything 
e l s e . . . And the reason for t h i s i s that we cannot aban-
don them without contradicting ourselves, without sinning 
against the rule s which govern the uaeiof language.». 
I n other words the truths of l o g i c and mathematics are 
an a l y t i c propositions or tautologies"^"'"^ 
Thus the Dgchemian argument seems to go against the b e l i e f 
i n an absolute analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n . 
(4) Quine declares that he i s prepared to accept a 
sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between anal y t i c and synthetic statements, 
i f i t i s possible to define a n a l y t i c i t y i n terms of an 
extensional sense (not intensional one) of synonymity. 
Such a d e f i n i t i o n , however, he submits, i s not possible 
1. Ayer i "Language, Truth and Logic" ch.4« 
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even i n p r i n c i p l e , because of a basic indeterminacy 
i n t r a n s l a t i n g or interpreting overt behaviour of 
organisms and human beings. Quine formulates t h i s view;' 
of the indeterminacy of r a d i c a l t r a n s l a t i o n i n connection 
with the question of t r a n s l a t i n g the language of a hitherto 
unkown and primitive t r i b e . 
As I have said above, Quine can be refuted only i f 
i t can be shown that propositions one to four are i n f a c t 
f a l s e or at l e a s t do not support the r e j e c t i o n of an 
absolute d i s t i n c t i o n between an a l y t i c and synthetic 
statements : I have been considering objections against 
propositions one, two and to some extent three and four. 
I s h a l l devote the whole of the next chapter or at any 
rate a greater part of i t , to the f u l l investigation of 
proposition four. But i n what follows I s h a l l elaborate 
my comments on the t h i r d proposition by considering to what 
extent Quine i s ri g h t i n r e j e c t i n g the l i n g u i s t i c i n t e r -
pretation of a n a l y t i c i t y ? 
We know by now, that according to Quine, i t i s 
never the case that some statements are f a c t u a l l y vacuous, 
and that there are no statements whose truth i s deter-
mined by t h e - l i n g u i s t i c component alone. Quine accepts 
the proposition that, i n general, the truth of any p a r t i c -
u l a r statement i s determined by two components: one i s 
f a c t u a l , the other i s l i n g u i s t i c . What he r e j e c t s i s the 
two extremes, that i s to say he r e j e c t s the b e l i e f that 
there are purely l i n g u i s t i c or f a c t u a l statements. There-
fore he r e j e c t s the verbal/factual d i s t i n c t i o n , and con-
sequently the analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n i n t h e i r 
strong or absolute sense. As I have said e a r l i e r , Quine 
brings himself here against a mighty group of philosophers 
who maintain one form or other of the l i n g u i s t i c theory 
of a n a l y t i c statements. Again Ayer seems to be the best 
representative of those philosophers, because i t i s Ayer 
who gives to the l i n g u i s t i c theory of a n a l y t i c i t y a very 
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s o p h i s t i c a t e d formu3ation. For Ayer, an a n a l y t i c s t a t e -
ment i s one which " i s t r u e s o l e l y i n v i r t u e of the mean-
i n g o f i t s c o n s t i t u e n t symbols, and cannot t h e r e f o r e be 
e i t h e r confirmed or r e f u t e d by any f a c t of experience"^^^ 
This d e f i n i t i o n of " s n a l y t i c i t y " can be traced back 
t o Prege's d e f i n i t i o n of a n a l y t i c i t y i n terms of d e f i n -
i t i o n s and p r i n c i p l e s of l o g i c . According t o Prege, i f 
i n t r y i n g t o f i n d the proof o f a p r o p o s i t i o n "we come 
only on general l o g i c a l laws and on d e f i n i t i o n s , then 
(2) 
the t r u t h i s an a n a l y t i c one"^ ' 
What Prege means here i s t h a t statements are com-
posed o f symbols which are e i t h e r d e s c r i p t i v e or l o g i c a l 
or b o t h . Attackers and defenders of the d i s t i n c t i o n s are 
agreed t h a t the meaning, whatever t h i s term means, o f the 
d e s c r i p t i v e terms bears on experience one way or another. 
However, i t i s the *dichotomists' alone who i n s i s t t h a t 
t here i s a d i f f e r e n c e i n k i n d , between l o g i c a l and des-
c r i p t i v e terms, and consequently i n s i s t t h a t the meanings 
o f the l o g i c a l terms do not bear on experience but are f a c t -
u a l l y vacuous, and governed only by conventions and l i n g -
u i s t i c usage. Therefore, when they c l a i m l i k e Ayer t h a t 
a n a l y t i c statements are c e r t i f i a b l e s o l e l y by the meanings 
of t h e i r component symbols, they mean t h a t the t r u t h s of 
a n a l y t i c statements i s determined s o l e l y by the meanings 
of the l o g i c a l constants. Of course, an a n a l y t i c s t a t e -
ment may be composed o f l o g i c a l as w e l l as of d e s c r i p t i v e 
terms. But the d e s c r i p t i v e terms can be el i m i n a t e d by 
bei n g t r a n s l a t e d away, through d e f i n i t i o n s and synonymies 
# 1 . 
i n t o p r i m i t i v e ones which can be represented as variabl.e 
so t h a t the t r u t h of the statement depends only on the 
l o g i c a l constants. 
1. Ayer : Language. Truth and Logic. I n t r o d u c t i o n t o the 
second e d i t i o n , page 15. 
2. The Foundation o f A r i t h m e t i c . Austin's t r a n s l a t i o n , 
page 4e. 
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I t i s quite easy to predict how Quine would i n fact 
r e j e c t the above characterization of a n a l y t i c i t y : 
(1) he would r e j e c t the sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between l o g i c a l 
and descriptive terms as I have said e a r l i e r , although 
he did not c l a r i f y t h i s point s a t i s f a c t o r i l y i n the 
"Two Dogmas of Empiricism". For Quine, experience c i r c -
umscribes, so to speak, everything i n science : "Total 
science i s l i k e a f i e l d of force whose boundary conditions 
are experience."^^^ 
(2) 
^ ' He would not accept that meanings are governed ex-
c l u s i v e l y by convention of l i n g u i s t i c usage, so that denying 
a n a l y t i c statements would be "sinning against the rules 
which govern the use of language"^ to use Ayer's phrase. 
For Quine there simply are no statments whose truth i s det-
ermined by l i n g u i s t i c considerations alone. 
(3) Quine would not accept the characterization of anal-
y t i c statement as tautologies, or f a c t u a l l y vacuous. 
(4) Quine would r a i s e d i f f i c u l t i e s about the questions of 
"de f i n i t i o n s " , "synonymies", "meanings", and indeed about 
the whole domain of in t e n s i o n a l i t y . 
I have already considered most of these Quinean 
views. But I must add a word here about the conventional 
or l i n g u i s t i c theory of necessary or analytic statements 
or t r u t h s . They are obviously so many versions of t h i s 
s o - c a l l e d conventionalist theory that i t i s misleading 
to group them under a single heading ) 
(1) I n the f i r s t p l a c e , i f by conventionalist theory of 
an a l y t i c truths, i s meant that our use of a certa i n s t r i n g 
of signs, e.g. "red", to designate a ce r t a i n property, 
e.g. "redness", i s a matter of convention, then of course 
1. Quine : "Two Dogmas of Empiricism" p.42 
2» Ayer i Language. Truth and Logic, p.77 
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the theory i s correct, for i t i s possible that we might 
have used a differe n t s t r i n g of signs and symbols to des-
ignate that property, say "hard", "desk" or "Khartoum". 
But i t i s easy to see that on such an interpretation the 
conventionalist theory i s t r i v i a l . I f we change the 
s t r i n g s of symbols or l e t t e r s composing the analytic or 
necessary statement : 
"Nothing i s both green and red a l l over at the same 
time", by using another set of strings of l e t t e r s , the 
sentence w i l l obviously change, but the new sentence w i l l 
obviously change, but the new sentence w i l l also express 
an a n a l y t i c or necessary statement or proposition. The 
meaning of the sentence, or what the sentence expresses, 
would not change, provided that the new strings of symbols 
"red", namely "hard", "desk", and "Khartoum", do not r e t a i n 
t h e i r old designations or meanings but rather the meaning 
o r i g i n a l l y a l l o t t e d to "red". Therefore, the old l i n g u i s t i c 
rule which makes the statement "Nothing i s both red and 
green a l l over at the same time" has not changed. I mean 
the r u l e , "Do not attribute the properties "redness" and 
"greeness" to the same object at the same time, by r e f e r r i n g 
to i t by the str i n g s of l e t t e r s "red" and "green" sim-
ultaneously, because those strings designate incompatible 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s or properties of colours". The rule i s 
s t i l l there when we substitute "hard" or "desk" or 
"Khartoum" for "red" because these new strings of l e t t e r s 
would not be r e t a i n i n g the meanings they have at present. 
I t i s because the old rule for the use of the 
s t r i n g s of letters^"^^ "fed" and "green" i s not being 
changed i n t h i s process of adopting c e r t a i n new strings 
of l e t t e r s to designate c e r t a i n properties and character-
i s t i c s , that the meaning of the sentence "Nothing i s both 
red and green all over at the same time" does not change. 
(2) But i f the conventionalists may want to go further. 
Per tha^ we do not only adopt c e r t a i n s t r i n g s of l e t t e r s 
I am del i b e r a t e l y avoiding the use of the word "word" 
because i t i s ambiguous. 
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i n a conventional and a r b i t r a r y way t h a t does not change 
the meaning of the sentences i n which those s t r i n g s of 
l e t t e r s occur; we also adopt new l i n g u i s t i c r u l e s , yet s t i l l 
do not change the meaning of the sentences which used t o 
pre-suppose the o l f l r u l e s . I f they say t h i s then they are 
obviously wrong. The meaning of those sentences i s bound 
t o change w i t h the char©.ng of the l i n g u i s t i c r u l e s upon 
which they are based. I f , f o r instance, we change the 
s t r i n g s of l e t t e r s "red", and "green", w i t h those of "hard" 
and "good", i n such a manner t h a t the p r o p e r t i e s "hardness" 
and"goodness" whatever these may be, do not i n f a c t exclude 
one another, then we should no longer have the l i n g u i s t i c 
r u l e saying : 
"Do not apply "hard" and "good" t o one object 
simuHaneously a t the same time because the pr o p e r t i e s hardness 
and goodness are, i n a c t u a l f a c t , incompatible". I t f o l l o w s 
t h a t the statement : 
"Nothing i s both hard and good a l l over at the same 
time", 7/ould no longer be an a n a l y t i c one. 
I t seems then t h a t i t i s the meanings which we assign 
to the s t r i n g s of l e t t e r s "red", "green", which bear on the 
a n a l y t i c i t y of the statement "Nothing i s both green and red 
a l l over a t the same time". I f the process of in t r o d u c i n g 
new series of l e t t e r s t o replace the o l d ones a f f e c t or 
change those meanings, they consequently change the l i n g u i s t i c 
r u l e s 7/hich those meanings presuppose. I n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r case 
of "redness" and "greeness" being replaced w i t h "hardness" 
and "goodness" such t h a t while the meanings of the f i r s t two 
terms are mutually exclusive as f a r as t h e i r a p p l i c a t i o n t o 
one and the same object a l l over at the same time, the mean-
ings of the second two terms are not, the o r i g i n a l statement 
or p r o p o s i t i o n would change. While i t was o r i g i n a l l y 
a n a l y t i c , the new p r o p o s i t i o n r e s u l t i n g from t h i s s u b s t i t u t i o n 
i s n o t . 
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Thus the a n a l y t i c i t y of : 
"Nothing i s both green and red a l l over at the same 
time" i s not determined by any k i n d of a r b i t r a r y conven-
t i o n which we might happen t o adopt i n r e l a t i o n t o the 
usage of s t r i n g s o f l e t t e r s . I t i s based on the meanings 
of those s t r i n g s of l e t t e r s . And t h i s meaning seems t o be 
grounded i n f a c t u a l considerations. I t i s because "redness" 
happens t o be i n a c t u a l f a c t incompatible w i t h "greeness" 
t h a t the above statement i s a n a l y t i c . No matter what 
s t r i n g s of l e t t e r s we happen t o choose t o designate those 
two p r o p e r t i e s , the p r o p o s i t i o n t h a t these two properties 
cannot subsist or adhere t o one t h i n g a l l over a t the same 
time, w i l l always be a n a l y t i c . 
Kneale proceeds along s i m i l a r l i n e s i n c r i t i c i z i n g 
the conventional theory of necessary t r u t h s , and I t h i n k 
t o the extent which I went i n considering the issue i n the 
l a s t few pages h i s c r i t i c i s m i s on the whole j u s t i f i e d . 
3) Some people even go t o the extent t h a t Quine himself 
advocates some conventional theory of science and s c i e n t i f i c 
enquiry by adopting and employing the Duhemian Argument. 
This i s e s s e n t i a l l y a reference t o Quine's views t h a t ex-
perience does not determine uniquely our conceptual system 
or even language; t h a t i s a considerable l a t i t u d e of choice 
i n i n t e r p r e t i n g any p a r t i c u l a r experience; and t h a t t h i s 
choice i s only governed by pragmatic consideration of simp-
l i c i t y and our wish t o maintain a more or less stable con-
ce p t u a l system i n order t o be able t o communicate e a s i l y . 
But obviouslyiy.-Quine's c o n v e n t i o n a l i t y i s kept f i r m l y 
w i t h i n a c i r c l e whose circumference i s experience. I f i t 
does n o t b i s e c t t h a t circumference a t a l l . For t h a t matter 
Quine's conventionalism i s of an e n t i r e l y d i f f e r e n t k i n d 
from t h a t of Ayer when he says t h a t a n a l y t i c statements 
are f a c t u a l l y vacuous, and t h a t t h e i r a n a l y t i c i t y or 
n e c e s s i t y i s determined by l i n g u i s t i c convention, about 
the meanings of the words t h a t compose them. Carnap gives 
Tl The DeveL opment of Logic Ch.lO. Section 5, pp.628. 
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an even more dramatic version of Ayer's c o n v e n t i o n a l i t y : 
" I n Logic there are no morals. Everyone i s a t 
l i b e r t y t o b u i l d up h i s ovm l o g i c , i . e . h i s own form of 
language, as he wishes. A l l t h a t i s required of him i s 
t h a t , i f he wishes t o discuss i t , he must state h i s methods 
c l e a r l y , and give s y n t a c t i c a l r u l e s instead of philosoph-
i c a l arguments. The t o l e r a n t a t t i t u d e here suggested i s , 
as f a r as s p e c i a l mathematical c a l c u l i are concerned, the 
a t t i t u d e which i s t a c i t l y shared by the m a j o r i t y of math-
ematicians'.'^'' ^  
Obviously, a f u l l c onsideration and discussion of the 
l i n g u i s t i c or the conventional theory of a n a l y t i c t r u t h s 
i s out of the scope of t h i s t h e s i s . I t i s enough t o be 
shown t h a t the acceptance or r e j e c t i o n of the a n a l y t i c / 
s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n l i e s a t the basis of t h i s dispute. 
I t i s because Ayer and Carnap sustain the verbal/fiactual 
d i s t i n c t i o n , which Quine r e j e c t s , t h a t they characterize 
a n a l y t i c statements as f a c t u a l l y vacuous and as c e r t i f i a b l e 
by l i n g u i s t i c considerations alone. 
I n the next chapter, I s h a l l consider the question of 
synonymy, and attempt t o assign t o what extent i t i s poss-
i b l e t o characterize the n o t i o n i t s e l f i n a s a t i s f a c t o r y 
way. I t must be r e c a l l e d here t h a t Quine says t h a t he 
would accept an absolute d i s t i n c t i o n between a n a l y t i c and 
s y n t h e t i c statements i f a n a l y t i c i t y can be explained i n 
terms of synonymy. But Quine sustains c e r t a i n misgivings 
about the p o s s i b i l i t y of t h i s , because he believes the 
n o t i o n of synonymy i t s e l f i s i n great need of c l a r i f i c a t i o n . 
Some of Quine's c r i t i c s , i n f a c t t r i e d to r e f u t e him by 
g i v i n g d e f i n i t i o n s of synonymy or by simply saying t h a t , 
although they don't possess a d e f i n i t i o n of the n o t i o n 
at the moment, yet they guess i t would not be impossible 
to give such a d e f i n i t i o n . I s h a l l i n v e s t i g a t e the poss-
i b i l i t y of such a d e f i n i t i o n , and the question whether 
1. Carnap : The L o g i c a l Syntax of Language. (English 
t r a n s l a t i o n 1937«) 
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Quine can a f t e r a l l be r e f u t e d t h i s way. So f a r I have 
maintained t h a t Quine has not been r e f u t e d by any of the 
ob j e c t i o n s which h i s c r i t i c s have r a i s e d against him. I 
have t r i i s d to give a f u l l account of those objeations, and 
how they can be answered by Quine. However, I have not 
considered the o b j e c t i o n r a i s e d against him i n r e l a t i o n 
t o the question of synonymy because I believe i t i s a b i g 
question and must be t r e a t e d i n i t s own r i g h t . The d i s -
cussion of synonymy would occupy the greater p a r t of the 
next and f i n a l chapter i n t h i s t h e s i s . A lesser p a r t of t h a t 
chapter w i l l be devoted t o concluding remarks. I s h a l l 
also consider other minor issues such as the question 





I n t e n s i o n a l i t y . Synoavmity and A n a l y t i c i t y 
Chapter Poin? 
I n the l a s t c h a p t e r , I attem.pted to show t h a t some 
important objections against Quine's p o s i t i o n on 
a n a l y t i c i t y and r e l a t e d issues can be met, and stated 
t h a t i n general I was of the opinion t h a t Quine i s not 
r e f u t e d by those o b j e c t i o n s . I also expressed the 
opinion t h a t some of Quine's c r i t i c s missed the r e a l 
value and depth of h i s arguments and consequently t h e i r 
attempts t o r e f u t e him have not achieved anything as 
o r i g i n a l and i n t e r e s t i n g as the Quinean argaments which 
prompted them. 
I n this chapter and the next one I w i l l t r y to 
assess whether Quine can be r e f u t e d i n h i s more 
fundamental and ambitious programme - t h a t i s , the 
r e j e c t i o n of i n t e n s i o n a l i t y from s c i e n t i f i c discourse. 
I t h i n k t h a t h i s d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h i n t e n s i o n a l idioms 
such as 'meanings', ' a n a l y t i c i t y ' , 'synonymy', 'propositions', 
'pmoperties' , i s the heart of h i s p h i l o s o p h i c a l a c t i v i t i e s . 
I n p a r t i c u l a r , h i s shunning of i n t e n s i o n i s c e n t r a l to 
h i s r e j e c t i o n of an absolute d i s t i n c t i o n between a n a l y t i c 
and s y n t h e t i c t r u t h s , and to h i s r e j e c t i o n of t h a t 
phenomenological reductionism which locates emp i r i c a l 
content of s i g n i f i c a n t statements u l t i m a t e l y i n such 
e n t i t i e s as sense-data. For Quine there are no such 
e n t i t i e s , and there i s no sub-language which can be 
characterized i n terms of them. 
1 . I n the next chapter I s h a l l consider, r a t h e r b r i e f l y , 
l^uine's theory of "canonical notatmon" by means of 
which he seeks t o eli m i n a t e i n t e n s i o n a l i t y . 
Quine's r e j e c t i o n of i n t e n s i o n a l i t y i n science i s 
not p u r e l y negative. That i s t o say he does not merely 
grumble against the common use of i n t e n s i o n a l idioms i n 
science, on the ground t h a t those i n t e n s i o n a l idioms are 
not c l e a r and imprecise. His th e s i s i s much more 
i n t e r e s t i n g and p o s i t i v e ; he claims t h a t the common 
usage of those idioms gives a d i s t o r t e d picture, of the 
nature of the s c i e n t i f i c e n t e r p r i s e and of d i s r u p t , the 
k i n d of i n s i g h t i n t o r e a l i t y we'hope to achieve through 
science. Moreover, i n Quine's view, i n t e n s i o r i a l 
language leads to mistaken theories of s c i e n t i f i c 
knowledge and t r u t h . One such mistaken theory i s t h a t 
mathematical and l o g i c a l t r u t h s am immune from e m p i r i c a l 
r e v i s i o n "because they are f a c t u a l l y vacuous; they are 
simply t r u e by l i n g u i s t i c e n t i t i e s , namely meanings.. 
I n view of this , i t i s best t o d i s t i n g u i s h two steps 
i n Quine's a t t a c k on i n t e n s i o n a l i t y : 
a. The negative step; Here Quine t r i e s to show tha t 
the common usage of i n t e n s i o n a l idioms i n s c i e n t i f i c 
language i s not j u s t i f i e d because i t leads, among 
other t h i n g s , t o : 
i . The drawing of sharp d i s t i n c t i o n s such as the 
a n a l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c ; a p r i o r i / e m p i r i c a l ; 
necessary/contingent; v e r b a l / r e a l , etc. 
i i . These d i s t i n c t i o n s i n t u r n lead or are j u s t i f i e d 
by reference to a t l e a s t two types of t r u t h 
which are d i f f e r e n t i n k i n d . The f i r s t i s 
t r u t h by language or l i n g u i s t i c conventions; 
i t corresponds t o the. f i r s t members. The 
d i s t i n c t i o n s j u s t mentioned,distinctions which 
are i d e n t i c a l f o r many of the philosophers who 
draw them. The second i s t r u t h by e m p i r i c a l 
experience. 
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i i i . the b e l i e f t h a t i t i s possible to reduce 
s c i e n t i f i c discourse to a phenomenological 
sense-data language. 
Quine's From a Logical Point of View could be viewed 
as representing t h i s negative s t e p , although, of course, 
i t contains some elem.ents of the second p o s i t i v e t h e s i s . 
Also belonging to t h i s negative phase are many of h i s 
e a r l y a r t i c l e s such as "Truth by Convention", " Q u a n t i f i e r s 
and P r e p o s i t i o n a l A t t i t u d e s " , "Mr. Strawson on Lo g i c a l 
Theory", "Carnap on Lo g i c a l T r u t h " . 
b. The p o s i t i v e one; Here Quine t r i e s to develop an 
extensional theory of communication f o r science 
based on physicalism, as explained by h i s theory 
of o n t o l o g i c a l committment; behaviourism, as 
developed i n h i s theory of r a d i c a l t r a n s l a t i o n ; 
pragmatism, as displayed, among other t h i n g s , by 
h i s theory of the indeterminacy of r a d i c a l t r a n s -
l a t i o n s , and by h i s views on the r o l e of convention, 
elegance and s i m p l i c i t y i n s c i e n t i f i c enquiry. 
This phase i s mainly developed i n h i s l a t t e r works, 
e s p e c i a l l y Word and Object. In-this book, Quine develops 
h i s t h e s i s of e x t e n s i o n a l i t y i n science. I n the f i r s t 
chapter, he explains the importance of regarding our t a l k 
i n terms of p h y s i c a l , common sense things as basic as we 
can geto I n p a r t i c u l a r he claims i t i s wrong to con-, 
s i d e r t h a t t h i s t a l k or discoTirse i s reducible t o t h a t 
of sense-date. I n chapter two, he explains how i t i s 
possib l e to hold a theory of meaning as c o n s t i t u t e d by 
e x t r a - l i n g u i s t i c s t i m u l i and by our overt behavioural 
responses t o them. Thus we avoid having to p o s i t 
meanings as l i n g u i s t i c e n t i t i e s , , or indeed, any other 
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i n t e n s i o n a l objects such as p r o p o s i t i o n s . The r e s t of 
the book develops those theses w i t h other r e l a t e d 
a s s e r t i o n s , such as the theory of r a d i c a l t r a n s l a t i o n . 
I n both of these phases Quine's views clash w i t h current 
and l a r g e l y dominant p h i l o s o p h i c a l views. I n p a r t i c u l a r , 
he clashes w i t h the vievi?s of Rudolf Carnap who represents, 
l a r g e l y , l o g i c a l p o s i t i v i s m i n i t s most recent form. 
Carnap, of course, acquired t h i s p o s i t i o n by both being 
one of the founders of the Viennese L o g i c a l p o s i t i v i s m 
of the 1930's, and by p l a y i n g a major r o l e i n i t s 
subsequent development. 
Some of the doctrines which Quine a t t a c k s , e.g. 
phenomenonogical reductionism, are no longer maintained 
by today's l o g i c a l p o s i t i v i s t s , and represent an e a r l y 
stage of t h i s p h i l o s o p h i c a l movement. But others remain 
as p o i n t s of d i f f e r e n c e between Quine and Carnap. 
Among such Tmresolved issues i s t h a t of the a n a l y t i c / 
s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n and the r e l a t e d t o p i c of whether 
there i s a n a l y t i c i t y and t r u t h by language and convention. 
Both of these are, &f course, r e l a t e d t o the more general 
debate as t o the adm.issibilitj?- of intensions i n s c i e n t i f i c 
communications. 
That such issues mark points of divergence between 
Quine and Carnap i s evident from the f o l l o w i n g quotations 
from Carnap i n which he explici-Qy r e f e r s to them. He 
w r i t e s : 
I I • ... My conception of semantics s t a r t s from the 
2 
basis given i n Tarski's work, but d i f f e r s from h i s 
1 . The Philosophy of Rudolf Carnap (1953) edited by 
P.A. Schilpp 
2. The reference here i s t o Tarski's d e f i n i t i o n of 
semantical conception of T r u t h , as was o u t l i n e d i n 
h i s paper to the I n t e r n a t i o n a l Congress f o r S c i e n t i f i c 
Philosophy held i n P a r i s , September 1935, which was 
l a t e r contained i n h i s book. The Concept of Truth i n 
Formalized Languages (Oxford 193b). 
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conception by the sharp d i s t i n c t i o n which I draw between 
l o g i c a l and n o n - l o g i c a l constants, and between l o g i c a l 
•] 
and f a c t u a l t r u t h ..." 
2 
He w r i t e s elsewhere i n the same book: 
" I mention above the problem of the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between l o g i c a l and f a c t u a l t r u t h , which c o n s t i t u t e s a 
p o i n t of divergence among those working i n semantics. 
To me i t had always seemed to be one of the most important 
tasks t o e x p l i c a t e t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n , i n other words, to 
c onstruct a d e f i n i t i o n of l o g i c a l t r u t h or a n a l y t i c i t y . 
I n my research f o r an e x p l i c a t i o n , I was guided on the 
one hg^ d by Leibniz's view t h a t a necessary t r u t h i s one 
v/hich holds i n a l l possible worlds, and on the other hand 
by Wittgenstein's view t h a t a l o g i c a l t r u t h or tautology 
i s characterized by h o l d i n g f o r a l l possible d i s t r i b u t i o n s 
of t r u t h - v a l u e s . Therefore the various forms of my 
d e f i n i t i o n of l o g i c a l t r u t h s are based e i t h e r on the 
d e f i n i t i o n of l o g i c a l l y possible states or on the d e f i n i t -
i o n of sentences d e s c r i b i n g those states ( s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n s ) . 
I had given the f i r s t d e f i n i t i o n of l o g i c a l t r u t h i n my 
book on syntax^. But now I recognise t h a t l o g i c a l t r u t h 
i n the ciistomary sense i s a semantical concept. 
Therefore, using some of Tarski's r e s u l t s , I defined L-
t r u t h i n semantics, as an e x p l i c a t i o n f o r the f a m i l i a r 
concept of l o g i c a l t r u t h , and r e l a t e d concepts such as 
L - i m p l i c a t i o n and L-equivalence. I n t h i s way the 
d i s t i n c t i o n between l o g i c a l and f a c t u a l t r u t h , whifih had 
always been regarded i n our discussions i n the Vienna 
C i r c l e as im.portant and fundamental, was at l e a s t 
v i n d i c a t e d . I n t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n v/e had seen the way 
1. i b i d , page 62 
2. i b i d , page 63 
3. The reference here i s to The L o g i c a l Syntax of 
Language 
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out of the d i f f i c u l t y which had prevented the older 
empiricism from g i v i n g a s a t i s f a c t o r y accoxint of the 
nature o f Icnowledge i n l o g i c and mathematics. Since 
empiricism, had always asserted t h a t a l l knowledge i s 
based on experience, t h i s a s s e r t i o n had to include know-
ledge i n mathematics. On the other hand, we believed 
t h a t w i t h respect t o t h i s problem, the r a t i o n a l i s t s had 
been r i g h t i n r e j e c t i n g the o l d e m p i r i c i s t view t h a t the 
t r u t h of "2 + 2 = k" i s contingent upon the observation 
of f a c t s , a view t h a t would lead to the unacceptable 
consequence t h a t an a r i t h m e t i c a l statement might po s s i b l y 
be r e f u t e d tomorrow by new experience. Our s o l u t i o n , 
based on Wittgenstein's conception, consisted i n asserting 
the t h e s i s of empiricism only f o r f a c t u a l t r u t h . By 
c o n t r a s t , the t r u t h s i n l o g i c and mathematics are not i n 
need of c o n f i r m a t i o n by observations, because they do 
not s t a t e anything about the world of f a c t s , they hold 
f o r any possible combination of f a c t s . " 
Now, before I go on to elaborate oh the various 
a l l i i s i o n s made by Carnap i n t h a t r a t h e r lengthy but very 
s i g n i f i c a n t q u o t a t i o n , I should l i k e to m.ake two b r i e f 
remarks - on i t : 
1 . Carnap seems to have accepted Leibniz's character-
i z a t i o n of L o g i c a l t r u t h i n terms of t r u t h i n a l l 
possible worlds. Now to me i t seem.s t h a t the 
weakness i n t h i s L e i b n i z i a n c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n i s the 
word "possible". Vi/hat does the word mean? Does 
i t m.ean: 
a. L o g i c a l p o s s i b i l i t y ? 
I t cannot because ( i ) Leibniz's c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n 
w i l l be c i r c u l a r (11) the phrase " l o g i c a l l j ' ' 
p ossible" i s unclear as i t consists of two un-
clear words. 
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b. Possible world or s t a t e of a f f a i r s i s one t h a t 
could happen? Here we have hard l y explained 
anything, because the word "could" i s as unclear 
as the word "possible" i t s e l f . 
c. A possible s t a t e of a f f a i r s or a possible world 
i s one t h a t can be imagined or conceived? 
The t r o u b l e w i t h these two d i f f e r e n t words i s 
t h a t they are both psychological and s u b j e c t i v e . 
But a man's imagination and conception i s a 
f i m c t i o n of the kind of experience t o which he 
has access, and the kind of i n t e l l e c t u a l a b i l i t y 
which he happens t o have. Both such pro p e r t i e s 
are obviously contingent, i n the sense tha t they 
could be otherwise. Therefore, the number of 
the range of the possible worlds i s a f u n c t i o n 
of our power of imagination and conception, 
which tends t o vary according t o whether those 
powers happen to be wide or narrow. 
I t v / i l l be seen l a t e r t h a t Carnap avoided t h i s l a s t 
o b j e c t i o n on the score of s u b j e c t i v i t y , by g i v i n g 
Leibniz's phrase " a l l possible worlds" a l i n g u i s t i c 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i n terms of s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n s , instead 
of the usual o n t o l o g i c a l or e p i s t l m o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
which i t used to have. I s h a l l comment on t h i s v a r i a n t 
of Leibniz's Thesis when I come to consider Carhap's views 
more f u l l y . 
Carnap must have been guided i n t h i s by Wittgenstein's 
n o t i o n t h a t a possible world i s one which we can say 
something about: "The l i m i t s of my langx;iage means 
the l i m i t s of my world" - Tractatus 5-6 
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My second comment on the quotation from Carnap 
concerns h i s acceptance of the Wit t g e n s t e i n i a n 
n o t i o n of taut o l o g y as the t r a i t or property which 
characterizes l o g i c a l and mathematical t r u t h s : 
a. The term 'tautology' i n the t e c h n i c a l sense 
i s o r i g i n a l l y connected w i t h t r u t h t a b l e s , and 
the p r o p o s i t i o n a l c a l c u l u s . An expression i s 
tautologous i f i t i s true under a l l assignments 
of t r u t h values to i t s component p a r t s . These 
assignments cover a l l combinations and permutat-
ions of the t r u t h values of the component p a r t s . 
This i s y e t another reproduction of the L e i b n i z i a n 
" t r u e in a l l possible worlds" contengation of 
.,' l o g i c a l t r u t h , and one would object to those 
r a i s e d against Leibniz's c r i t e r i o n . One may 
say, f o r instance, t h a t the range of a l l 
combinations and permutations of t r u t h values 
i s l i m i t e d i n such laws as these of excluded 
middle and double negatives, because i n t r u t h -
table operations we a c t u a l l y make use of them. 
Yet these laws cannot be showhto be l o g i c a l 
u n i t s by the same c r i t e r i o n . 
b. even i n the p r o p o s i t i o n a l c a l c u l ^ l s , t r u t h i s 
defined i n terms of l o g i c a l constants l i k e v 
and ^ and we have not been t o l d what a l o g i c a l 
constant i s . 
c . Suppose we say tha t a tautology does not say 
anything simply because i t enumerates a l l 
possible occurences of an event. What v/e say 
i s r a t h e r vague, as i t contains the unclear, 
and as y e t Tonexplained, word "possible". 
Indeed there i s even a sense i n wl±:h our assersion 
could be f a l s e . Consider the sentence: 
I l l . 
"Tomorrow, i t w i l l e i t h e r r a i n or not r a i n " . 
One coiild say t h a t t h i s statement does have a 
f a c t u a l content, namely t h a t the n a t u r a l 
phenomenon which we experience and to which we 
give the name " r a i n " i s capable of two modes 
only. I t e i t h e r happens or i t does not. I t 
i s even possible t o imagine a casS where t h i s 
i n f o r m a t i o n i s both qu i t e new and s u r p r i s i n g , 
f o r i n s t a n c e , f o r a creature coming to the 
earth from another planet where i t never r a i n s . 
I t i s our knowledge, i n the f i r s t place, t h a t 
the phenomenon"rain f a l l i n g " h a s only these two 
modes which enables tis to say t h a t the sentence 
"Tomorrow, i t w i l l e i t h e r r a i n or i t w i l l not" 
exhausts a l l the p o s s i b i l i t i e s concerning the 
f a l l i n g o f the r a i n . I t i s a s i m i l a r k i n d of 
knowledge of the range of modes which prevents 
us from saying t h a t a sentence l i k e "A human 
being e i t h e r walks or does not walk" .exhausts 
a l l the modes of the u p - r i g h t movement which 
a human being i s capable of performing. 
I f i t i s claimed t h a t the statement, i t . e i t h e r r a i n s 
or i t does n o t , i s f a c t u a l l y vacuoiis or tautolog^ous, 
because i t s t r u t h does not depend on i t s f a c t u a l content, 
but i s simply d e r i v a b l e from i t s form, t h a t i s p v/s»p, 
then i t i s not easy t o see what t h i s might mean: 
a. Boes i t mean t h a t i t s t r u t h i s merely derivable from 
the s t r i n g of the un i n t e r p r e t e d marks p v^wp? 
This can hard l y be the case, because the uninterpreted 
s t r i n g simply does not mean anything, and I cannot 
say how i t i s possible t o predicate t r u t h of t h a t 
which i s meaningless. 
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b. On the other hand, i t might be said t h a t i t s t r u t h 
depends on the meaning of the words "not" and "or" 
which are symbolized by (r-^) and (v) r e s p e c t i v e l y , 
of course, i t would be added t h a t the n o t i o n of 
meaning, i s not t o be taken here i n i t s strong 
e m p i r i c a l sense (which f o r the n e o p o s i t l v i s t s i s 
to be defined by a weak sense of confirmation by 
experience ) ; i t must be taken i n a c o n v e n t i o n a l i s t 
and p r e s c r i p t i v e sense: i t i s we the user o f the 
language, whcjwant the expression p v ^ p , where p 
stands f o r a given statement and v, stand f o r 'or' 
and 'not' r e s p e c t i v e l y . However, I share Quine's 2 
misgivings about t h i s l i n g u i s t i c , c o n v e n t i o n a l i s t i c 
and normative thesis of l o g i c a l t r u t h ; and moreover 
I share Pap's mis g i v i n g s , which I mentioned before, 
about the meanings of the so-called l o g i c a l constants 
For instance, the concept of negation seems to be 
suggested to us by experience. I t i s because c e r t a i n 
s t a t e s of a f f a i r s exclude o t h e r s , t h a t we l e a r n and derive 
the concept of mutual i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y . We l e a r n t h a t 
wetness excludes dryness, being f i v e f e e t t a l l excludes 
being three f e e t t a l l , being i n Durham excludes being 
i n Khartoum, and so on. I f the law of excluded middle 
does not depend on a p a r t i c u l a r experience rather than 
the o t h e r , t h i s i s because i t somehow r e f l e c t s a basic 
general f e a t u r e of our e x p e r i e n t i a l r e a l i t y . Perhaps 
t h i s may e x p l a i n why we are r e l u c t a n t t o give i t up on 
the score t h a t a p a r t i c u l a r s t a t e of a f f a i r s does not 
seem to demonstrate i t . 
1 . See Ayer's f o r m u l a t i o n of the p r i n c i p l e of v e r i f i c a t i o n . 
2. These are discussed l a t e r i n t h i s chapter. 
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Another reason which may help to ex p l a i n why these 
laws of thought are held to be necessary and u n i v e r s a l l y 
v a l i d , i s t h a t , given our ordinary conceptual system, 
we can j u s t i f y or v i n d i c a t e them a p r i o r i without 
reference to a p a r t i c u l a r s t a t e of a f f a i r s . But to say 
t h a t a statement can be j u s t i f i e d a p r i o r i i s not to 
suggest t h a t i t i s f a c t u a l l y vacuous. Frege's d i s t i n c t i o n 
between the content or subject matter of statements and 
i t s j u s t i f i c a t i o n must be upheld here. Moreover, i t i s 
also important t o r e a l i z e t h a t when we say t h a t these 
laws of thought can be j u s t i f i e d a p r i o r i , we do not mean 
t h a t they ace a p r i o r i i n an absolute sense of com.plete 
independence of a l l our experience. Experience c o n s t i t u t e s , 
i n a Kantian sense, an unescapable l i m i t a t i o n of our 
or d i n a r y conceptual system which i s exemplified by the 
n a t u r a l languages. So when we say t h a t a statement or 
a group of statements i s j u s t i f i a b l e a p r i o r i , we mean 
t h a t they are a p r i o r i w i t h i n t h i s conceptual system. 
However, the way i n which experience influences our con-
ceptual system., i s not easy t o determine. But t h i s 
i n f l u e n c e i s sometimes very concrete and easy t o l a y 
one's hands on, wh i l e i n other cases i t i s very remote 
and vague and r a t h e r d i f f i c u l t t o det e c t . What we c a l l 
e m p i r i c a l statements are cases of the former s i t u a t i o n , 
whereas what we c a l l a p r i o r i are exam.ples of the l a t t e r 
one. I n p a r t i c u l a r these laws of thought must be 
instances i n which the impact of concrete and p a r t i c u l a r 
experience i s loose and f a r - f e t c h e d . 
I s h a l l now add some more comments on the quotation 
from Carnap, and I s h a l l begin by b r i n g i n g up m.ore f u l l y 
the p o i n t s which he alludes to i n passing i n t h a t 
q u o t a t i o n , 
1 . The Foundation of A r i t h m e t i c , Austin's t r a n s l a t i o n 
PP-3e 
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F i r s t of a l l Carnap r e f e r s i n the passage quoted 
e a r l i e r to h i s conception of semantics as based on 
Tarski's d e f i n i t i o n of t r u t h , but r a t h e r d i f f e r e n t 
because i t s t i p u l a t e s a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between f a c t u a l 
and l o g i c a l t?uth. 
The c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of Carnap's conception of 
semantics i s f i r s t sketched i n h i s books I n t r o d u c t i o n 
t o Semantics. I t i s f u r t h e r developed i n h i s l a t e r 
book, Meaning and Necessity. I n what f o l l o w s I s h a l l 
t r y to i n d i c a t e the e s s e n t i a l f e a t u r e s of Carnap's con-
ce p t i o n of semantics, and then t o assess whether or not 
Carnap's semantical method i s successful i n drawing a 
shapp d i s t i n c t i o n between l o g i c a l and f a c t u s l t r u t h . 
A f t e r a l l , by Carnap's own admission t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n 
i s of 4n utmost t h e o r e t i c a l importance both f o r semantics 
i n general and as a d i s t i n c t i v e f e a t u r e f o r h i s own 
1 
semantical conception. Carnap w r i t e s , and I quote : 
"The problem of the nature of l o g i c a l deduction and 
l o g i c a l t r u t h i s one of the most important problems i n 
the foimdations of l o g i c and perhaps i n the whole 
t h e o r e t i c a l philos^pjgy ... The view w i l l have t o be 
explained th a t l o g i c i s a s p e c i a l branch of semantics, 
t h a t l o g i c a l d e d u c i b i l i t y and l o g i c a l t r u t h are semantical 
concepts. They belong to a s p e c i a l k i n d of semantical 
concept which we s h a l l c a l l L-concepts ( f o r l o g i c a l truth 
we s h a l l use the t e r m ' L - t r u t h ' , f o r l o g i c a l d e d u c i b i l i t y 
^ L - l m p l i c a t e ' ) . " 
I n t r o d u c t i o n t o Semantics, pp.56. 
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Carnap b e l i e v e s , as i s evident i n the quotation on 
page 6, t h a t he has solved the problem of the a n a l y t i c / 
s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n by g i v i n g an adequate e x p l i c a t i o n 
of the notions of L - t r u t h and a n a l y t i c i t y w i t h i n h i s 
semantical system. Let us now i n d i c a t e the e s s e n t i a l 
f e a t u r e of h i s conception of semantics as f i r s t sketched 
i n h i s book I n t r o d u c t i o n t o Semantics. 
1 . He f i r s t d i s t i n g u i s h e s between Object-Language and 
1 Meta-Language . 
"The language spoken about i n some contexts 
i s c a l l e d the obje c t language, the language i n 
which we speak about the f i r s t i s c a l l e d the meta-
language" . 
For instance; i f we describe the grammatical 
s t r u c t u r e of Arabic i n E n g l i s h , then i n t h i s case 
Arabic i s the Object Language while English i s the 
Meta-Language. 
By 'language' here Carnap means a system of 
means of com.munication. Thus the aggregate of 
languages i n c l u d e s , besides spoken and w r i t t e n 
n a t u r a l languages such as E n g l i s h , German, Arabic, 
e t c . , code languages, gestures, s i g n languages e t c . 
2. Carnap then d i s t i n g u i s h e s between Pure and Des c r i p t i v e 
Semantics, d i s p l a y i n g once again h i s fondness f o r 
sharp d i s t i n c t i o n . Although h i s semantical method 
i s designed t o show t h a t there i s a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n 
between a n a l y t i c and s y n t h e t i c t r u t h s , Carna^s d i s -
t i n c t i o n between Pure and d e s c r i p t i v e semantics, 
a c t u a l l y presupposes and makes use of the a n a l y t i c / 
1. I n t r o d u c t i o n to Semantics, pp.3. 
116. 
s y n t h e t i c one. He i s not e n t i t l e d t o make such a 
p r e s u p p o s i t i o n , because h i s d i s t i n c t i o n between 
pure and d e s c r i p t i v e semantics i s an e s s e n t i a l 
f e a t u r e of the semantical conception which i s 
1 
supposed to e x p l i c a t e , a n a l y t i c i t y . He w r i t e s : 
"Semantical i n v e s t i g a t i o n s are of two d i f f e r e n t 
k i n d s ; we s h a l l d i s t i n g u i s h them as d e s c r i p t i v e and 
pure semantics ... d e s c r i p t i v e semantics describe 
f a c t s ; i t i s an e m p i r i c a l science. On the other 
hand, we m.ay s e t up a system, of semantical r u l e s ^ 
whether i n close connection w i t h a h i s t o r i c a l l y 
given language or f r e e l y invented; we c a l l t h i s a 
semantical system. The c o n s t r u c t i o n and analysis 
of sem.antlcal systems i s c a l l e d pure semantic. 
The ^ules of a semantical system S c o n s t i t u t e s , as 
we s h a l l see, n othing else than a d e f i n i t i o n of 
c e r t a i n se-mantical concepts w i t h respect to S, e.g. 
'designation i n S' or 'true i n S'. Pure semantics 
c o n s i s t of d e f i n i t i o n s of t h i s k i n d and t h e i r con-
sequences; t h e r e f o r e , i n c o n t r a - d i s t i n c t i o n to 
d e s c r i p t i v e sem.antics, i t i s e n t i r e l y a n a l y t i c and 
w i t h o u t f a c t u a l content." 
3. Carnap, then, characterizes a system, of pure semantics 
2 
i n the f o l l o w i n g way : 
"A semantical system i s a system of rules which 
s t a t e t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s f o r the sentences of an object 
language and thereby determine the meaning of these 
sentences. A semantical system. S may consist of 
r u l e s of f o r m a t i o n , d e f i n i n g 'sentences i n S', r u l e s 
1 . i b i d , pp.1 2. 
2. i b i d , pp.22. 
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of d e s i g n a t i o n , d e f i n i n g 'designation i n S', and 
r i i l e s of t r u t h , d e f i n i n g 'true i n S'. The sentence 
i n the meta-language ' i s true i n S' means the same 
as the sentence i t s e l f . This c h a r a c t e r i s t i c con-
s t i t u t e s a c o n d i t i o n f o r the adequacy of d e f i n i t i o n 
of t r u t h " . 
As an example of a semantical system, Carnap s p e c i f i e s 
the f o l l o w i n g one: 
The Language System S 
1 . Formation Rules 
Given t h a t Sg contains the f o l l o w i n g seven signs: 
3 i n d i v i d u a l constants, v i z . , m^  , m^ , m^  
2 p r e d i c a t e s , v i z . , pr^ , p r ^ 
2 parentheses, v i z . , ' ( ' , ' ) ' , then sentence of 
are expressions of x the form 
pr(m) 
2. Designation Rules 
(a) m^  , designates Chicago 
(b) m^, designates Nev/ York 
(c) m^, designates Carmel 
(d) pr^ , designates the property of being large 
(e) p r g , designates the property of having a harbour 
3. T r u t h Rvle 
A sentence pr^ (1112) i s true i f and only i f the 
designation of mg has the designatrmi of p r ^ ( i . e . 
-ithe o b j e c t designated by m^  has the property desig-
nated by p r g ) . 
We m.ust keep i n m.ind t h a t such systems of pure 
sem.antics as Sg are i n t e n s i o n a l systems i n the sense 
t h a t i t s r u l e s of designations "do not make f a c t u a l 
1 . i b i d , pp.23,2ii.. 
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assertions as t o what are the designata of c e r t a i n 
s i g n s . There are no f a c t u a l assertions i n our 
semantics" • Apart from t h i s the i n t e n s i o n a l 
nat\ire of such systems as Sg i s also evident i n the 
p o s i t i n g of p r o p e r t i e s as designata, though of 
course they are not posited as p h y s i c a l objects. 
However, Carnap i s not keeping a secret tie I n c l u s i o n 
of i n t e n s i o n a l and a b s t r a c t e n t i t i e s i n h i s semantical 
system. This i s a major p o i n t of d i f f e r e n c e between 
him. and Quine. Although Quine m-ay r e l u c t a n t l y accept 
so.me a b s t r a c t e n t i t i e s l i k e class and namber i n sem.antlcs 
and mathematics, 3'"et he i s by no means ready to accept 
I n t e n s i o n a l objects such as meanings, p r o p o s i t i o n s , 
p r o p e r t i e s e t c . Carnap r e f e r s to t h i s p o i n t as f o l l o w s : 
he w r i t e s ^ : 
"The concept of i n t e n s i o n or meaning i s c l o s e l y r e -
l a t e d t o t h a t of l o g i c a l t r u t h . Recentlj?- Quine has de-
c l a r e d t h a t t h i s concept i s u n i n t e l l i g i b l e to him. He 
has challenged those who regard i t as s c i e n t i f i c a l l y 
meaningful t o o f f e r not only a semantical c r i t e r i o n f o r 
the concept of i n t e n s i o n w i t h respect to an a r t i f i c a l l y 
constructed language system., but i n the f i r s t place an 
e m p i r i c a l , b e h a v i o u r i s t i c c r i t e r i o n i n pragmatics v/ith 
How pure semantics can avoid f a c t u a l i t y , Carnap does 
not say. Dr. P.J. F l t z P a t r l c k , of Durham U n i v e r s i t y , 
c r i t i c i z e s Carnap here: "To say t h a t the designation 
of m, has the designation of pr. surely does involve 
the n o t i o n of s i g n i f i c a n c d L ^ ^ i * s stronger em.pirical 
sense (the way we get to know v/hat 'large' means and 
what 'New York' means) otherwise, why use 'New York' 
and 'large'? Why not say m. designates a, pr. 
designates b, and pr (m ) i s ' t r u e i f and only i f a 
i s b ,. But here, a l l we have done i s introduce two 
more l e t t e r s and an a r t i f i c i a l l y s i m p l i f i e d n o t i o n 
of 'designation'". 
The Philosophy of Rudolf Carnap, ed. "by P.A. Schlpp, 
pp. 67. 
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respect to n a t u r a l language. To me i t seemed cl e a r t h a t 
1 
i t should be possible to provide a c r i t e r i o n of t h i s 
k i n d , since l i n g u i s t s i n t h e i r e m p i r i c a l i n v e s t i g a t i o n s 
have always studied the meaning of expressions." 
I n what f o l l o w s I s h a l l b r i e f l y i n d i c a t e how Carnap 
applies h i s method of extension and i n t e n s i o n to the 
d e f i n i t i o n s of the L-concepts, i n p a r t i c u l a r L - t r u t h . 
Then I s h a l l consider Quine's objections t o t h i s method, 
and i n p a r t i c u l a r h i s objections to Carnap's character-
i z a t i o n of l o g i c a l t r u t h . I s h a l l also consider more 
f u l l y Quine's d i s t a s t e f o r , the f l i g h t from, i n t e n s i o n . 
Those issues have been i n constant discussion among 
philosophers i n general, and between Carnap and Quine i n 
p a r t i c u l a r ever since Vi/hite and Quine declared t h e i r 
o b j e c t i o n s against the a n a l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n 
i n the l a t e f o r t i e s and the e a r l y f i f t i e s . 
1 . To my knowledge Carnap has not o f f e r e d such a 
c r i t e r i o n . 
2. Carnap's e a r l y semantical d e f i n i t i o n s of L-con-
cepts are given i n s e c t i o n C of I n t r o d u c t i o n to 
Semantics. Those d e f i n i t i o n s were intended as 
e x p l i c a t i o n s f o r the notions of l o g i c a l t r u t h and 
a n a l y t i c i t y i n such a manner as to formulate and 
j u s t i f y a. sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between l o g i c a l and 
f a c t u a l t r u t h s . Besides they were als o , as I have 
already s t a t e d , intended t o be one of the d i s t i n c t i v e 
f e a t i i r e s of the Carnapian conception of semantics. 
Now, I am not going to give those d e f i n i t i o n s here, 
because Carnap himself has abandoned them i n favour 
of the new method of analysis of semantical 
meaning which he developed i n h i s book Meaning and 
. Necessity, and t o which he gives the name of "The 
Method of Extension and I n t e n s i o n " . 
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Garnap's Method of Extension and I n t e n s i o n 
Carnap's method of extension and i n t e n s i o n i s rem-
i n i s c e n t of B'rege's d i s t i n c t i o n "between the nominatum 
or r e f e r e n c e of an expression and i t s sense. Frege 
introduced t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n so as to reform the t r a d i t i o n a l 
theory that the meaning of an expression (or a name) i s 
what the expr e s s i o n names ( i t s r e f e r e n t i a l object or 
nominatum.). I n t h i s theory i f two sentences name the 
same o b j e c t (same norainatum) then they are i d e n t i c a l , 
and any of them can be s u b s t i t u t e d f o r the other i n any 
context v/ithout changing the i n i t i a l t r u t h value of that 
context. Now, the naming theory of meaning leads to the 
f o l l o w i n g paradoxes: 
A. The Evening S t a r i s the Morning S t a r , s i n c e the two 
phrases "Evening S t a r " and "Morning S t a r " name one and 
the same e n t i t y , and s i n c e they name the same e n t i t y , we 
can s u b s t i t u t e one f o r the other without changing the 
t r u t h value of^sencifence (1) ; v i z . (2) The Morning S t a r 
i s the Moriiing S t a r . Now, here the paradox i s t h i s : 
while sentence (1) i s i n t e r e s t i n g and informative, 
sentence (2) i s t r i v i a l and imiiaf orraative, and althoiigh 
. both r e f e r to the same e n t i t y , they s t i l l seem to be 
d i f f e r e n t i n meaning. 
Prege solved t h i s d i f f i c u l t y by introducing the d i s -
t i n c t i o n between naming and rs'ense.. . Every expression, 
according to t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n , has both a nominatiam and 
a sense or meaning; and thus although the two phrases 
above have the same nominatum they have d i f f e r e n t senses. 
B. Another paradox of the naming theory i s the one 
which Carnap c a l l s 'The Antimony of the Name-Relation': 
consider the sentence, (a) Necessarilj'-, the Morning S t a r 
i s the Morning S t a r . Now i f we s u b s t i t u t e the phrase 
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"Evening S t a r " f o r one of the occurrences of "The Morning 
S t a r " we get the f o l l o w i n g sentence: (b) N e c e s s a r i l y , 
the Morning S t a r i s the Evening S t a r . Now (h) shoiild 
remain true s i n c e (a) i s t r u e , hut obviously i t does not. 
To s o l v e t h i s p u z z l e , Prege had to introduce meant 1 
e n t i t i e s to stand as names f o r the sense of the expression 
i n context l i k e that of ( h ) , which he c a l l s ohlique, i . e . 
non-extensional or n o n - r e f e r e n t i a l . 
Carnap's E x t e n s i o n and I n t e n s i o n 
I n s t e a d of Prege's p a i r (nominatum, sense) Carnap 
introduces the p a i r ( e x t e n s i o n , i n t e n s i o n ) . Carnap 
says"^ t hat the two p a i r s coincide i n ordinary?-, non-
ohlique contexts. That h i s p a i r , l i k e that of Prege, 
i s intended to represent two components of meaning ( i n 
a wide s e n s e ) : the concept of i n t e n s i o n (and of Prege's 
'sense') r e f e r s to meaning i n a s t r i c t sense, "as that 
which i s grasped when we understand an expression, with-
out knowing the f a c t s , the concepts of nominatum and 
extension r e f e r to the a p p l i c a t i o n of the expression, 
depending upon f a c t s . " 
"A d e c i s i v e d i f f e r e n c e between our method and Prege's 
c o n s i s t s i n the f a c t t h a t our concepts are independent 
of the context. An expression i n a well-constructed 
language system always has the same extension and i n t e n s i o n ; 
hut i n some contexts i t has i t s ordinary nominatum and 
i t s o r d i n a r y sense, i n other contexts i t s oblique 
nominatum and i t s oblique sense,"^ 
1 • Thus i n oblique contexts, names acquire new nom.inata 
(which here are meant e n t i t i e s ) , and thus acquire 
new s e n s e s . 
2. Prege: "On sense and nom.inatum" , i n Readings i n 
P h i l o s o p h i c a l A n a l y s i s by P r e i g h and S e l l a r d s p.86. 
3. Meaning and N e c e s s i t y , pp.1214-, 
k' i b i d , pp.125-
122. 
I s h a l l not consider here how Catnap, Quine and others 
propose to solve the paradox of "name-relation", but w i l l 
d e a l w i t h the point when I consider Quine's programme f o r 
e l i m i n a t i n g i n t e n s i o n a l i t y from s c i e n c e . For the moment 
I w i l l consider how Carnap proposes to define L-concepts 
by the method of extension and i n t e n s i o n . 
Carnap's conception of L o g i c a l Truth 
Carnap proposes to e x p l i c a t e the customary concept 
of l o g i c a l t r u t h as i s c u r r e n t i n p h i l o s o p h i c a l l i t e r a t u r e : 
what L e i b n i z c a l l e d 'necessary t r u t h ' , and Kant ' a n a l y t i c ' . 
He c a r r i e s out t h i s d e f i n i t i o n of L - t r u t h and other L -
concepts i n a symbolic language or semantical system, 
say, S^ i which i s s i m i l a r , y e t more comprehensive, than 
the system. which I d i s c u s s e d e a r l i e r i n t h i s chapter. 
The e s s e n t i a l components of t h i s system, are again, 
A. (1) connectives, such asr^^f'y, V, ... 
(2) i n d i v i d u a l v a r i a b l e s 
(3) q u a n t i f i e r with only bound v a r i a b l e s 
(U). the operators: (.LX)( x ....) f o r 
i n d i v i d u a l d e s c r i p t i o n (i.x)( x ) 
f o r a b s t r a c t i o n expression. 
B. Rules of designation f o r i n d i v i d u a l constants and 
p r e d i c a t e s . 
C. Rules of Truth or t r u t h conditions. 
D. Rules of Range. 
Now, i s supposed to be the object-language. 
Carnap a l s o s p e c i f i e d a s u i t a b l e m.eta-language f o r i t . 
D e f i n i t i o n of Truth i n 
'True i n S^ ' i s defined r e c u r s i v e l y by Carnap. He 
f i r s t g i v e s the t r u t h - c o n d i t i o n s f o r a l l the s e n t e n t i a l 
connectives and the q u a n t i f i e r s , \the sum of which con-
s t i t u t e s a r e c u r s i v e d e f i n i t i o n of "true i n S^". As 
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examples he gave the f o l l o w i n g r u l e s of t r u t h : 
a. The sentence 'Bs' i s true i f and only i f Scott 
i s a biped. 
b. A sentence ^ ^ 2 ^ ^ * °^ % 
l e a s t one of the two following components i s t r u e ; 
where € ^ stands f o r a sentence i n the meta-language 
M, 
c. A sentence ^' 
both "components are true or both are not true. 
These three r u l e s of t r u t h i n conjunction with others 
and together w i t h r u l e s of d e s i g n a t i o n , determine f o r 
every sentence i n S^ a s u f f i c i e n t and necessary condition 
of i t s t r u t h . Carnap does not work t h i s d e f i n i t i o n of 
t r u t h i n d e t a i l here, although he does develop i t e l s e -
where . But he i s presupposing a d e f i n i t i o n of t r u t h 
such that i f we a s s e r t a c e r t a i n statement i n M saying 
t h a t a c e r t a i n sentence Sg i s t r u e , then a l l we mean i s 
the t r a n s l a t i o n of the sentence e.g. 'Hs' i s true i n Sg' 
means the sam.e as 'Walter Scott i s human'. The r e l a t i o n 
of such a d e f i n i t i o n of t r u t h to that of T a r s k i i s too 
obvious to need s t a t i n g . A l l other semantical concepts 
are d e f i n e d i n Carnap i n terms of the concept of t r u t h . 
D e f i n i t i o n of L-concepts. 
I n d e f i n i n g L-concepts Carnap makes use of the 
concepts of s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n and range. 
S t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n 
A s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n i s a c l a s s of sentence i n S^ 
which contains f o r every atomic sentence e i t h e r t h i s 
1 . The term "sentence" i s used i n Carnap's meta-language 
(M) i n the sense of " d e c l a r a t i v e sentence". 
2. Use of German l e t t e r s i s not explained by Carnap. 
3, I n t r o d u c t i o n to Semantics, Ch.7. 
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sentence or i t s negation, but not both, and no other 
sentence. As I have s a i d e a r l i e r i n t h i s chapter, 
Carnap's concept of s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n i s not r e a l l y new; 
i t i s only a l i n g u i s t i c reformulation of the o n t o l o g i c a l , 
L e i b n i z i a n concept of a l l p o s s i b l e worlds or the 
W i t t g e n s t e i n i a n one of a l l p o s s i b l e s t a t e s of a f f a i r s . 
The Concep of Range 
The range of a sentence, e.g.^2» c l a s s of 
a l l those s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n s i n which that given sentence 
h o l d s . 
Carnap says that semantical r u l e s can be given which 
determine uniquely whether or not a p a r t i c u l a r sentence 
i n S2 holds i n a given s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n . Examples of 
such s e m a n t i c a l r u l e s a r e : 
1 . An atomic sentence holds'* i n a given s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n 
i f and only i f i t belongs to i t . 
2. holds i n a given s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n i f and only 
i f i^it belongs to i t . 
I t i s such semantical r u l e s that determine the range 
of a p a r t i c u l a r sentence i n , therefore they are c a l l e d 
r u l e s of ranges. These r u l e s , together v/ith the r u l e s 
of d e s i g n a t i o n , give an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n f o r a l l sentences 
i n meaning of a sentence i n S^ i s nothing more 
than those cases i n which, out of a l l p o s s i b l e c a s e s , i t 
i s t r u e , and those i n which i t i s not. 
The concept of L - t r u t h i t s e l f i s not defined i n 
term.s of the concept t r u t h . But the concept of t r u t h 
f i g u r e s i n the f o l l o w i n g conditions of adequacy which 
a s a t i s f a c t o r y d e f i n i t i o n of L - t r u t h must s a t i s f y : 
1 . I t i s d i f f i c u l t to see hod "holds" i s explained 
by "belongs" here. T h i s point has been suggested 
to me by Dr. P.J. P i t z P a t r i c k . 
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Convention;- A sentence 6', , i s L-true i n a semantical 
system S i f and only i f , i s true i n S i n such a way 
that i t s t r u t h can be e s t a b l i s h e d on the b a s i s of the 
semantical r u l e s of the system S alone, without any 
ref e r e n c e to ( e x t r a - l i n g u i s t i c ) f a c t s . 
I t i s t h i s convention which betrays the l i n g u i s t i c 
c h a r a c t e r of Carnap's c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of l o g i c a l t r u t h . 
I s h a l l have a chance to c r i t i c i z e t h i s convention, v/hen 
I consider Quine's objections to Carnap's l i n g u i s t i c 
theory of necessary t r u t h . ( I n Carnap the term.s 'L-
t r u t h ' , 'necessary t r u t h ' and ' a n a l y t i c t r u t h ' are 
i d e n t i c a l . ) 
A f t e r a l l t h i s explanatory survey of Carnap's con-
ce p t i S n of semantics, and of h i s method of extension and 
i n t e n s i o n , we are a t l a s t ready to s t a t e h i s d e f i n i t i o n 
of L - t r u t h . I t was e s s e n t i a l to m.ake t h i s explanatory 
survey, because Carnap's views are the best r e p r e s e n t a t i o n 
of the dichotomist point of view, that i s to say the viev; 
which maintains a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n , between a n a l y t i c and 
s y n t h e t i c p r o p o s i t i o n s . I n p a r t i c u l a r many arguments 
used by Quine i n t h i s a t t a c k on that d i s t i n c t i o n and on 
i n t e n s i o n a l i t y i n general are d i r e c t e d against Carnap. 
Since the t h e s i s of e x t e n s i o n a l i t y ( i . e . the t h e s i s that 
i n t e n s i o n a l idioms and i n t e n s i o r ^ o b j e c t s are not j u s t i f i e d 
i n s c i e n c e ) i s b a s i c to the Quinean p o s i t i o n , Quine w i l l 
be s u f f i c i e n t l y r e f u t e d , i f that t h e s i s i s d i s c r e d i t e d . 
Conversely i f Carnap's method of extension and in t e n s i o n 
can be j u s t i f i e d , then there w i l l be no need f o r Quine's 
s c e p t i c i s m . 
D e f i n i t i o n ; A sentence i s L-true ( i n S^) Holds 
i n every s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n ( i n S ^ ) . 
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I t i s quite c l e a r that t h i s d e f i n i t i o n of L - t r u t h 
i s meant to s a t i s f y the l i n g u i s t i c t h e s i s expressed i n 
the convention of page ^^ .-S of t h i s chapter: i f holds 
i n every s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n , then the semantical r u l e s 
of range s u f f i c e f o r e s t a b l i s h i n g i t s t r u t h s , that i s 
i t s t r u t h does not depend on the contingent f a c t s of a 
p a r t i c u l a r s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n s i n c e there i s no such s t a t e -
d e s c r i p t i o n i n which i t does not hold. I f , on the other 
hand, a sentence does not hold i n a l l s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n s , 
i t f o l l o w s that there i s at l e a s t one s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n 
i n which i t does not hold, and i f t h i s s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n 
i s t r u e , then t h i s sentence i s f a l s e . . But whether t h i s 
l a s t s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n i n which (Jj might not hold i s 
true or not depends on f a c t u a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s . 
.As I have s a i d before, Carnap's d e f i n i t i o n of L - t r u t h , 
i s a l i n g u i s t i c reformation, i n terms of s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n s : 
of the old L e i b n i z i a n d e f i n i t i o n of necessary t r u t h as one 
which holds i n a l l p o s s i b l e worlds. I t i s the o b s c u r i t y 
of the word p o s s i b l e , which makes t h i s L e i b n i z i a n 
d e f i n i t i o n unacceptable. The equivalent of the word 
p o s s i b l e i n Carnap's system i s the word "range". In s t e a d 
of a l l p o s s i b l e worlds i n which a necessary t r u t h holds, 
Carnap t a l k s about the range of an L - t r u t h sentence, 
which i s the c l a s s of a l l those. 
Now, how do we determine the range of a p a r t i c u l a r 
sentence? Carnap t e l l s us that i t i s the r i i l e s of 
ranges which determine the range of a p a r t i c t i l a r statement. 
Now, these ..rules of ranges make use of such l o g i c a l con-
s t a n t s as the negation, conjunction, and d i s j i i n c t i o n 
s i g n s , and a l s o of the law of the,excluded middle, i n such 
a way t h a t i f a sentence holds i n c e r t a i n s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n s , 
then i t s negation holds i n a l l the other s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n s ; 
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therefore the d i s j u n c t i o n of the sentence and i t s negation 
holds i n every s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n . On t h i s , I v/ould here 
make the f o l l o w i n g comments: 
1 . The notion of a l o g i c a l constant i s u n c l e a r , and i n 
most cases i t i s e i t h e r taken for gpanted or e l s e 
derived from, a b e l i e f i n a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n betweem 
l o g i c a l and non-logical s i g n s ; t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n , as 
we have seen before, i s very d i f f i c u l t to e x p l a i n . 
And s i n c e i t i s m.ore b a s i c than the analj'-tic/synthetic 
• d i s t i n c t i o n , the l a t t e r cannot be used to e x p l a i n i t . 
Y e t Carnap allows himself both to d i s t i n g u i s h s h a r p l y 
between l o g i c a l and d e s c r i p t i v e s i g n s , without 
e x p l a i n i n g i t s a t i s f a c t o r i l y , and to use t h i s d i s -
t i n c t i o n i n the c o n s t r u c t i o n of h i s semantical 
system, and i n h i s subsequent d e f i n i t i o n of L-con-
c e p t s . To my mind t h i s procedure i s quite strange: 
u n l e s s we have a c l e a r notion of what c o n s t i t u t e s the 
l o g i c a l i t y of a s i g n , we cannot r e a l l y drav/ a sharp 
di s t i n c t i o n " b e t w e e n l o g i c a l and d e s c r i p t i v e s i g n s ; 
a l a l l events, i f t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n needs f u r t h e r 
v e r i f i c a t i o n , then" the d i s t i n c t i o n between the a n a l y t i c 
and s y n t h e t i c a l s o needs c l a r i f i c a t i o n . Although 
Carnap i s quite aware that the d e s c r i p t i v e / l o g i c a l 
d i s t i n c t i o n between signs i s not c l a r i f i e d 
s u f f i c i e n t l y , he s t i l l allows himself the advantage 
1 
of using i t . Carnap w r i t e s : 
" I n p r e p aration f o r the l a t e r d i s c u s s i o n of 
L-concepts, the d i s t i n c t i o n between l o g i c a l and 
d e s c r i p t i v e s i g n s i s explained. By d e s c r i p t i v e 
1. I n t r o d u c t i o n to Sem-antics, pp.5. 
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s i g n s we. mean those designating things or events, 
t h e i r p r o p e r t i e s or r e l a t i o n s , e t c . The two kinds 
of s i g n s can e a s i l y be defined with ipespect to any 
given system ( s p e c i a l s e m a n t i c s ) , but a d e f i n i t i o n 
f o r systems i n general ( g e n e r a l semantics) i s not 
ye t known.'" 
Yet even i n s p e c i a l sem.antical systems, Carnap 
does no more than merely enumerate c e r t a i n s i g n s , 
e.g. s e n t e n t i a l connectives such as V and and 
others s a y i n g that these signs c o n s t i t u t e what we 
mean by l o g i c a l s i g n s . I n other words, he i s 
f a i l i n g to e x p l a i n such signs i n t e n s i o n a l l y , and 
indeed gives only an ext e n s i o n a l d e f i n i t i o n of them 
i n the p e j o r a t i v e sense of merely enumerating a l l 
the members which belong to a given c l a s s . But he 
does not define a property which w i l l enable us 
to give the t i t l e of l o g i c a l to c e r t a i n signs while 
withholding i t from others. 
2. My second remark concerns the much disputed Carnapian 
notion of semantical r u l e s . Carnap says that the 
semantical r u l e s which he uses i n the con s t r u c t i o n 
of h i s semantical systems have nothing to do with 
f a c t u a l i t y , ' They are simply groionded on conventions 
and s i n c e those semantical r u l e s are s a i d to 
determine the meaning or i n t e r p r e t a t i o n a? the 
systems they belong t o, language i t s e l f i s com-
p l e t e l y c o n v e n t i o n a l i z e d . Carnap himself does 
not t e l l us how he cons t r u c t s h i s semantical 
systems; t h i s i s he does not t e l l us the pre-
syste m a t i c motives, purposes, i n t u i t i o n s which 
guide him to c o n s t r u c t those systems the way he 
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does. 5'or instance he does not t e l l us why a l l 
h i s semantical systems c o n s i s t e s s e n t i a l l y of 
(1) Rules of Formation: 
(a) l a y i n g down c e r t a i n l o g i c a l constants 
having to do with s e n t e n t i a l connections 
or q u a n t i f i c a t i o n s e t c . 
(b) g i v i n g c e r t a i n r u l e s of designation. 
(2) Rules of Transforigation which c o n s i s t of 
(a) Range-rules 
(b) T r u t h - r u l e s 
Nor does he e x p l a i n how we are l e d to the s p e c i f i c a t -
ion of c e r t a i n t r u t h and range r u l e s to the e x c l u s i o n 
of p o s s i b l e o t h e r s . 
I am i n c l i n e d to b e l i e v e that i n such sem.antical 
systems one i s bound to be making i m p l i c i t or t a c i t use 
of c e r t a i n presystematic i n t u i t i o n s regarding such notions 
as t r u t h and language which cannot be regarded as com-
p l e t e l y devoid of f a c t u a l content. P h y s i c a l r e a l i t y 
must be i n some way or other r e f l e c t e d i n the way we 
t a l k about i t . The f a c t that a l l known n a t u r a l languages 
have more or l e s s a b a s i c s i m i l a r i t y of grammatical 
s t r u c t u r e i n d i c a t e s , I think, the e s s e n t i a l l y one p h y s i c a l 
r e a l i t y which a l l humans experience. The way p h y s i c a l 
things are c l a r i f i e d by s i m i l a r i t y and d i f f e r e n c e , genus 
and s p e c i e s must r e f l e c t i t s e l f i n our v e r b a l i z a t i o n and 
c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n . To say that v e r b a l i z a t i o n i s a r b i t r a r y 
and conventional and completely d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e from 
f a c t u a l i t y see.ms to deny such l i n k s between language and 
p h y s i c a l r e a l i t y . Carnap, as a proponent of l i n g u i s t i c 
and c o n v e n t i o n a l i s t theory of a n a l y t i c t r u t h , denies any 
l i n k s between language and f a c t u a l i t y as f a r as a c e r t a i n 
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c l a s s of sentences are concerned, namely those which are 
a n a l y t i c . 
I n what fo l l o w s I s h a l l consider some more objections 
to the l i n g u i s t i c theory of a n a l y t i c i t y . This theory 
i s an im.portant assumption that u n d e r l i e s the b e l i e f i n 
a sharp a n a l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n , as I have shown 
before. 
Objections to the L i n g u i s t i c Theory of A n a l y t i c i t y 
I n h i s paper "Carnap and L o g i c a l Truth" , Quine 
brings up the f o l l o w i n g objections to the l i n g u i s t i c 
theory of a n a l y t i c i t y : 
I . I t i s not the case t h a t l o g i c a l t r u t h s have been 
l a i d down by conscious, e x p l i c i t conventions; 
and i t i s impossible even i n p r i n c i p l e to s t a t e 
the most elem.entary p a r t of l o g i c by such conscious 
and e x p l i c i t conventions. The reason f o r t h i s i s 
t h a t the laws of l o g i c are- i n f i n i t e i n mmber, and 
therefore they are not s t a t a b l e i n s i n g u l a r , 
i n d i v i d u a l conventions. They must be given, i f 
g i v e n a t a l l , i n general ones, i n which case the 
lav/s of l o g i c are needed to begin v/ith i n order to 
apply the general conventions to i n d i v i d u a l c a s e s . 
I I . Since the r i s e of non-Euclidean geometries, truths 
of pure geometry have been regarded as good exam.ples 
of t r u t h by convention, Quine says t h i s i s not 
the c a s e . 5"'irst of a l l , there i s no t r u t h by 
convention i n E u c l i d e a n geometry. What i s con-
v e n t i o n a l here i s merely the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of an 
a l r e a d y e x i s t i n g body of t r u t h s concerning shape 
and space i n t o p r i m i t i v e ones or p o s t i i l a t e s , and 
1 . Published i n The Philosophy of Rudolf Carnap, ed. 
by S c h i l p p . 
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complex ones or theorems. Secondly, non-Euclidean 
. i s c o n v e n t i o n a l l y derived from an E u c l i d e a n one, 
but s i n c e there i s no t r u t h by convention to begin 
w i t h i n E u c l i d e a n geometry, then i t goes without 
s a y i n g that no such t r u t h i s involved i n non-
E u c l i d e a n geometry. 
I I I . Quine allows t h a t there i s t r u t h by convention i n 
s e t theory, as d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e from elementary l o g i c 
(which c o n s i s t s of ( l ) t r u t h - f u n c t i o n theory, (2) 
q u a n t i f i c a t i o n theory and (3) i d e n t i t y t h e o r y ) . 
Quine w r i t e s : 
" I n s e t theory we d i s c o u r s e about c e r t a i n 
im.material e n t i t i e s , r e a l or erroneously a l l e g e d , 
v i z . s e t s or c l a s s e s . And i t i s i n the e f f o r t to 
m.ake up our minds about genuine t r u t h and f a l s i t y 
of sentences about these objects that we f i n d our-
s e l v e s engaged i n something very l i k e convention i n 
an ordinary?' non-metaphorical sense of the word. 
Vife f i n d o urselves making d e l i b e r a t e choices and 
s e t t i n g them, f o r t h unaccompanied by any attempt a t 
3 . u s t i f i c a t i o n other than i n terms of elegance and 
convenience. These adoptions, c a l l e d p o s t u l a t e s , 
and t h e i r l o g i c a l consequences ( v i a elementary l o g i c ) , 
are true u n t i l f u r t h e r n o t i c e . " 
I n connection with p o s t u l a t i o n i n i n t e r p r e t e d systems, 
Quine d i s t i n g u i s h e s between l e g i s l a t i v e and d i s c u r s i v e 
p o s t u l a t i o n which c o n s t i t u t e s t r u t h by convention i n s e t 
theory, while d i s c u r s i v e p o s t u l a t i o n , as i t occurs i n 
elementary l o g i c and elsewhere, does not c o n s t i t u t e t r u t h 
by convention a t a l l . I t i s used merely to deduce 
"Carnap and L o g i c a l T r uth", published i n The 
Philosophy of Rudolph Carnap. ed. S c h i l p p . 
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c e r t a i n t r u t h s from an already e x i s t i n g body of t r u t h s . 
The l e g i s l a t i v e / d i s c u r s i v e d i s t i n c t i o n can be drawn i n 
the case of d e f i n i t i o n ; t r u t h by convention again being 
a s s o c i a t e d w i t h l e g i s l a t i v e d e f i n i t i o n . 
Quine does not s p e c i f y more p r e c i s e l y the l e g i s l a t i v e / 
d i s c u r s i v e d i s t i n c t i o n . Concerning p o s t u l a t i o n , he claims 
that the d i s t i n c t i o n does not r e f e r to the.consequences 
of the choices we make i n p i c k i n g procedures f o r deciding 
what i s true and what i s f a l s e about obj e c t s l i k e s e t s . 
Thus the d i s t i n c t i o n does not r e f e r to groups of sentences. 
Rather, i t r e f e r s to the a c t s of -choice and d e l i b e r a t i o n 
which are connected with the above-mentioned procedures. 
I n so f a r as those consequences are simply determined by 
co n s i d e r a t i o n s of elegance and convenience, they are 
conventional. But t h i s c o n v e n t i o n a l i t y " i s a passing 
t r a i t , s i g n i f i c a n t a t the moving f r o n t of science but 
u s e l e s s i n c l a s s i f y i n g the sentences behind the l i n e s . 
I t i s a t r a i t of events and not of sentence". A s i m i l a r 
account of the l e g i s l a t i v e / d i s c u r s i v e d i s t i n c t i o n i n 
case of d e f i n i t i o n i s given by Quine. 
Although Quine advocates a r a d i c a l brand of empiricism 
which i s free^^ the two dogmas which he r e j e c t s , y e t he 
allows a s i z e a b l e r o l e f o r convention i n s c i e n c e , taken 
w i t h 'convention' i n the sense of the l a s t paragraph. 
T h i s concession stems from h i s theorjT- of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
of experience. I n t h i s theory experience i s compared 
to the boundary c o n d i t i o n of a f i e l d of f o r c e . Thus 
a change i n the bounder y conditions i s conducive to changes 
w i t h i n the system, but there i s no unique v/ay which 
p r e s c r i b e s such subsequent changes. Considerations of 
1. i b i d , pp.395. 
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s i m p l i c i t y , elegance and convenience play a considerable 
r o l e . And t h i s i s where convention as "a passing t r a i t 
of events" e n t e r s , f o r t h i s i s how Quine describes the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p between our s c i e n t i f i c conceptual systems 
on the one hand (which include a l l s c i e n c e s from l o g i c 
and pure mathematics to geography and h i s t o r y ) , and 
experience on the other: the l a t t e r "underdetermines" 
the former. I s h a l l say more about those Quinean views, 
when I come to the second p a r t of t h i s chapter. 
The important thing to remember i s t h a t , f o r Quine, 
t h i s kind of conventio^iality i s not p e c u l i a r to l o g i c a l 
t r u t h s or to Carnap's semantical system, and thus does 
not serve to c h a r a c t e r i z e l o g i c a l t ruths i n ai ch a viay 
as to l e a d to the p o s t u l a t i o n of a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n 
between l o g i c a l and f a c t u a l t r u t h s . Rather i t i s con-
v e n t i o n a l i t y which i s i n i t i a t e d by our need to systematize 
and organize an e m p i r i c a l experience. Thus f a c t u a l i t y 
i s a l e a d i n g c o n s i d e r a t i o n , besides s i m p l i c i t y , elegance 
and convenience, i n our d e c i s i o n to adopt t h i s or that 
convention. 
I tend to think that these objections to the l i n g u i s t i c 
theory of necessary t r u t h s are on the whole p l a u s i b l e . 
There a r e , of course, many more obj e c t i o n s against t h i s 
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theory, made by such philosophers as A. Pap , w. Kneale , 
Max B l a c k ^ , and o t h e r s , but the scope of t h i s t h e s i s does 
not allow a more comprehensive and d e t a i l e d examination 
of t h i s important l i n g u i s t i c and conventional theory of 
a n a l y t i c i t y . 
1 , Semantics and Necessary t r u t h 
2. The Development of Logic 
3. Problems of A n a l y s i s . published by Routledge & Kegan 
. P a u l . 
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Carnap's Reply to ^uine 
However, before I leave the question, I s h a l l con-
s i d e r b r i e f l y two points r a i s e d by Carnap i n h i s "Quine 
on L o g i c a l Truth"'' which i s a r e p l y to the a r t i c l e by 
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Quine v/e have examined . A f t e r pointing out c e r t a i n 
d i f f i c u l t i e s which, i n my view do not a f f e c t Quine's 
b a s i c p o s i t i o n , Carnap considered two objections r a i s e d 
by Quine a g a i n s t h i s account of a n a l y t i c i t y , and s a i d he 
had some d i f f i c u l t y i n understanding them. They can, 
i n f a c t , be made c l e a r only i f they are considered i n 
r e l a t i o n to some other more b a s i c Quinean views. The 
two o b j e c t i o n s are; 
1 . The notions of "Semantical r u l e s " and "meaning 
postulates""^ as employed i n Carnap's account of 
a n a l y t i c i t y are ; i n i n t e l l i g i b l e . 
2. The notion of " a n a l y t i c i t y " and "synonymity" are 
acceptable only i f they are not simply explained 
by r u l e s i n pure semantics, but r a t h e r they a r e 
explained i n b e h a v i o u r i s t i c term.s. 
Quine and Semantical Rules 
VVe s a i d e a r l i e r t h a t Carnap used to i d e n t i f y the 
concepts " l o g i c a l t r u t h " , " a n a l y t i c t r u t h " , and "necessary 
t r u t h " . But l a t e r he accepted the d i s t i n c t i o n between 
the f i r s t two concepts, which was made by Quine and others. 
1. The Philosophy of Rudolph Carnap, ed. by Schilpp. 
2. SBe page 13U or t h i s chapter 
3. Carnap's papter on "Meaning- Postulattes " i s 
included as an appendix (B) i n MeaninA" and N e c e s s i t y . 
Carnap nowhere i n t h i s paper says e x p l i c i t l y what he 
means by (Meaning Postulates'. The term i s ex-
p l a i n e d by a supposed example of a meaning p o s t u l a t e , 
Carnap does not t e l l \is why the example i s an 
example of a meaning p o s t u l a t e . See page 22I{.. 
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For Quihe, the concept of a n a l y t i c i t y i s more i n c l u s i v e 
than l o g i c a l t r u t h . That there i s a c l a s s of a n a l y t i c 
sentences e.g. I f Jack i s a bachelor, then he i s unmarried 
( l ) which can not be c l a s s i f i e d as l o g i c a l t r u t h i n the 
sense t h a t i t s t r u t h does not merely depend on the meanings 
(whatever t h i s may m.ean) of l o g i c a l constants. 
Now, Carnap acknowledged that h i s c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n 
of l o g i c a l t r u t h i n terms of s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n does not 
e x p l a i n i n s t a n c e s of broad analj'-ticity as an example 
j u s t g i v e s . To account f o r these, Carnap introduces what 
he c a l l s Meaning P o s t u l a t e s into h i s sem.antical. system 
i 
such as those d e s c r i b e d e a r l i e r i n t h i s chapter . For 
i n s t a n c e , i n order to provide f o r example ( l ) , Carnap 
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l a y s the fo l l o w i n g meaning postulate : 
( P ^ ) ' ( x ) ( B x : ^ ^ Mx) ', where B stands f o r 
'bachelor' and M stands f o r 'married' 
For the above meaning postulate no r\iles>of designation 
f o r B and M are l a i d down i n Carnap, because the^ -^ are not 
necessary f o r the e x p l i c a t i o n of a n a l y t i c i t y . Postulate 
p^ such meanings of M and B as i s necessary f o r 
a n a l y t i c i t y of ( 1 ) , v i z . , the i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y of the two 
p r o p e r t i e s . I n general meaning postulates are introduced 
to b r i n g up e x p l i c i t l y the nature of l o g i c a l r e l a t i o n s 
that hold between intended meanings of p r i m i t i v e p r e d i c a t e s 
such as M and B i n example ( l ) . The l a y i n g out of these 
l o g i c a l r e l a t i o n s i n the form, of meaning postulates i s 
thus an e s s e n t i a l requirement of the e x p l i c a t i o n of 
a n a l y t i c i t y i n the broad sense. 
1 . R e f e r to pages 117 and 118 of t h i s chapter. 
2. Carnap "Meaning P o s t u l a t e " i n Meaning and Necess i t y 
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Now, Quine's o b j e c t i o n to the notions of "semantical 
r u l e s " and "meaning p o s t u l a t e s " i s that these notions are 
i m c l e a r i n Carnap and can be recognized only by t h e i r 
l a b e l s of headirigs. Carnap says that he was a t f i r s t 
r a t h e r puzzled by t h i s o b j e c t i o n . He says that the 
c l a s s of the admitted forms of sentences i n a formalized 
language L , or the axions of a l o g i c a l c a l c u l u s , are 
recognizable only by such headings or l a b e l s as "Sentence 
Forms i n L"' or "Azioriis". I f t h i s procedure i s unobject-
ionable (which seems to be the c a s e ) , why should i t be 
o b j e c t i o n a b l e i n the case of other f e a t u r e s of the 
f o r m a l i z e d systems, such as semantical r u l e s or meaning 
p o s t u l a t e s . Yet l a t e r on Carnap says he has understood 
the Quinean o b j e c t i o n concerning these l a t t e r notions to 
be d i r e c t e d a g a i n s t not h i s proposed semantical e x p l i c a t i o n s 
of tte notions of l o g i c a l t r u t h and a n a l y t i c i t y , but 
r a t h e r a g a i n s t the ciastomary presystematie explanations 
of these notions. These presystematic explanations of 
a n a l y t i c i t y are not only vague and ambiguous but a l s o 
b a s i c a l l y uncomprehensible, according to Quine, which i s 
why he demands a pragmatic and b e h a v i o u r i s t i c c r i t e r i o n 
f o r them, while he does not require such a c r i t e r i o n f o r 
the n o t i o n of t r u t j i , f o r i n s t a n c e , Quine accepts the con-
cept of t r u t h , Carnap continues, because even before i t 
has been sj'-stematically e x p l i c a t e d by T a r s k i and others, 
i t has a . s u f f i c i e n t l y c l e a r ordinary and presystematic 
us age. 
But s u r e l y Carnap's "Meaning Postulate^'' where 
i n i t i a l l y introduced to e x p l a i n the a n a l y t i c i t y 
ofl such examples or ordinary language as "No bachelor 
i s married". However, Carnap did no more than 
simply reproduce i n symbolic form, v/ithout any 
e x p l a n a t i o n , these examples i n h i e semantical systems, 
and he gave them the name of "meaning p o s t u l a t e s " . 
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I t l i i n k that Garnap i s quite r i g h t i n saying that 
the passage i n v/hich Quine r e f e r s to Carnapean semantical 
r u l e s i s very d i f f i c u l t to understand. V^hen he s a y s , 
" I n s h o r t , before we can vinderstand a r u l e which 
•begins 'A statement S i s a n a l y t i c f o r language L^, i f 
and only i f ..., we must understand 'S i s a n a l y t i c f o r 
L' when 'S' and 'L' are v a r i a b l e s " . 
Now, i n t h i s passage Quine. seems to suggest, as Carnap 
s a y s , t h a t he r e j e c t s out of hand the coming e x p l i c a t i o n 
of ' a n a l y t i c " , because 'a n a l y t i c i j as an e x p l i c a t i o n i s 
u n i n t e l l i g i b l e and i m c l e a r . The u n i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y and 
u n c l a r i t y which Quine r e f e r s to here must be a pre-
sy s t e m a t i c one. Y e t , he says t h a t , i n the beginning of 
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the same a r t i c l e that he has no d i f f i c u l t y i n under-
standing the a n a l y t i c i t y of s t r i c t l y l o g i c a l sentences 
such a s , 
No married man i s married 
which seems to imply t h a t " a n a l y t i c i t y " has some pre-
sys t e m a t i c sense a t l e a s t i n c e r t a i n contexts. More 
g e n e r a l l y , Quine says i n many places he both accepts and 
makes use of i n t e n s i o n a l idioms such as ' a n a l y t i c i t y ' , 
'synonymy', and others i n ordinary, c a u s a l or h e u r i s t i c 
connections. He objects to them only when t h e o r e t i c a l 
and s y s t e m a t i c a l c l a r i f i c a t i o n i s involved. Moreover, 
i t makes sense to r e j e c t attempts a t c l a r i f y i n g a concept 
which i s obscure and lui c l e a r i n ordinary contexts, on the 
ground that the attempts do not manage to eliminate 
i m c l a r i t y . But i t does not make sense, to my mind, to 
r e j e c t such an attempt on the ground that the i n i t i a l 
p r e - s y stematic e x p l i c a t i o n i s ambiguous or .vague, because 
t h i s i s what the e x p l i c a t i o n i s a l l about. 
1. Quine, "Two Dogmas of Empiricism", i n From a 
L o g i c a l Point of View, pp.33. 
2. i b i d . , pp.22. 
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I n view of these c o n s i d e r a t i o n s , I p r e f e r to over-
look t h i s passage i n Quine, and would r a t h e r t r y to under-
stand and i n t e r p r e t what he means when he says that the 
attempt to c l a r i f y " a n a l y t i c i t y " i n terms of "semantical 
r u l e s " , and "meaning p o s t u l a t e s " i n a r t i f i c i a l semantical 
systems, i s i m s a t i s f a c t o r y . I n p a r t i c u l a r I s h a l l 
attempt to show v/hat he means when he says that Carnap's 
"se m a n t i c a l r u l e s " and "m.eaning p o s t u l a t e s " are 
recognizable as only " l a b e l s " or "headings" i n Carnap. 
I t h i n k that what Quine i s demanding i s an extensional 
d e f i n i t i o n or e x p l i c a t i o n of the notion of a n a l y t i c i t y as 
i t i s o r d i n a r i l y understood i n na t i i c a l languages. I f 
such a d e f i n i t i o n i s p o s s i b l e , and i f i t i s such that 
a n a l y t i c t r u t h s are shown to be b a s i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t from 
s y n t h e t i c ones, then he would accept a sharp a n a l y t i c / 
s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n . But unfortunately although 
' a n a l y t i c i t y ' and 'synonymity' can be e x p l i c a t e d i n terms 
of b e h a v i o u r i s t i c and e x t r a - l i n g u i s t i c stim.uli, t h i s 
d e f i n i t i o n i s not such as to warrant the b e l i e f i n a sharp 
a n a l y t i c / s y n t h e t i c d i s t i n c t i o n . '-^'he reason f o r t h i s i s 
that those b e h a v i o u r i s t i c s t i m u l i cannot be in t e r p r e t e d 
i n a imiquely determined way. Thus the c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n 
of ' a n a l y t i c i t y ' and r e l a t e d i n t e n s i o n a l idioms i n terms 
of stimulus-meanings i s e s s e n t i a l l y imprecise and 
indeterminate. T h i s i s Quine's doctrine of the in d e t -
erminacy of r a d i c a l t r a n s l a t i o n , which I intend to consider 
more f u l l y l a t e r on. I t i s Quine's b e l i e f that these 
n o t i o n s , which are i n need of c l a r i t y , can only be ex-
p l a i n e d b e h a v i o u r i s t i c a l l y . But f o r t h i s kind of ex-
p l a n a t i o n i s such t h a t i t cannot be made p r e c i s e and 
determinate, and which he r e j e c t s i n consequence a l l 
attempts, i n c l u d i n g Carnap's, which are made to e x p l i c a t e 
them i n a determinate manner. I n a l l c a s e s , I suggest that 
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what he i s r e j e c t i n g are proposed e x p l i c a t i o n s , not 
exp l i c a n d a ; and that Carnap i s wrong to think otherwise 
i n the r e p l y to Quine we have examined - a mistake 
probably caused by the o b s c u r i t y of Quine's remarks 
r e f e r r e d to above. The f o l l o w i n g passage from Quine 
supports my i n t e r p r e t a t i o n that what he i s r e j e c t i n g 
i s proposed e x p l i c a t i o n s . He w r i t e s ^ 
" A n a l y t i c i t y a t f i r s t seemed most n a t i i r a l l y definable 
by appeal to a realm of meanings. On refinement, the 
appeal to meanings gave way to an appeal to simonymy or 
d e f i n i t i o n . But d e f i n i t i o n turned out to be best 
understood only by d i n t of a p r i o r appeal to a n a l y t i c i t y 
i t s e l f . So we are back a t the problem, of a n a l y t i c i t y ... 
I t i s often h i n t e d that the d i f f i c u l t y i n separating 
a n a l y t i c statements from s y n t h e t i c ones i n ordinary 
language i s due to the vagueness of ordinarj'- language 
and t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n i s c l e a r when we have a p r e c i s e 
a r t i f i c i a l language with e x p l i c i t "semantical" r u l e s . 
T h i s , however, as I s h a l l no* attempt to show, i s a con-
f u s i o n . 
The notion of a n a l y t i c i t y about v/hich we are worry-
ind i e a purported r e l a t i o n between statements and lang-
uages: a statement S i s s a i d to be a n a l y t i c f o r a 
language L, and the problem i s to make sense of t h i s 
r e l a t i o n g e n e r a l l y , that i s , f o r v a r i a b l e 'S' and 'L'. 
The g r a v i t y of t h i s problem i s not p e r c e p t i b l y l e s s f o r 
a r t i f i c i a l languages than f o r n a t u r a l ones..." 
Prom, t h i s point Quine goes on to demonstrate that 
Carnap does o f f e r not a s a t i s f a c t o r y e x p l i c a t i o n of the 
notion of a n a l y t i c i t y i n term.s of semantical r u l e s of 
h i s a r t i f i c i a l languages. When Quine says that the 
1. Quine, "Two Dogm.as" , pp.32. 
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notions "sem.ahtical. r u l e s " , and "meaning p o s t u l a t e s " 
are only recognizable as ' l a b e l s ' or 'headings', he does 
not say e x a c t l y what he means by t h i s . But i t seem.s to 
me t h a t what he means by i t i s that Carnap does not s t a t e 
i n h i s system j u s t what kind of r u l e s hold i n h i s system 
as semantical r u l e s and wh^ they hold. That i s to say, 
he does not s t a t e the reasons which guide him i n h i s 
choice of a c e r t a i n s e t of semantical r u l e s of meaning 
p o s t u l a t e s , to the e x c l u s i o n of a l l others. Quine writes"* : 
"... Instead of appealing to un unexplained word 
' a n a l y t i c " , we are nov/ appealing to an unexplained phrase 
'sem.antical r u l e * . Not every true statement which says 
that the statements <£ some c l a s s are true can count as 
a sem.antical r u l e - otherwise a l l t r u t h s would be " a n a l y t i c " 
i n the sense of being true according to sem.antical r u l e s . 
Sem.antical r u l e s are d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e , apparently, only 
by the f a c t of appearing on a page under the heading 
"semantical r u l e s " , and t h i s heading i s i - t s e l f then 
m.eaningless". 
Carnap says i n h i s semantical systems, l a b e l s and 
headings such as "sentence forms i n L" or "Axioms of L" 
or "semantical r u l e s of L" a c t as no more than l a b e l s 
and headings; and t h a t nobody objected to the procedure 
i n the case of "sentence i n L" or "Axioms of L". Vifhj'-, 
then should Quine object to t h i s procedure i n the case 
of "sem.antical r u l e s " and "meaning p o s t u a l t e s " ? I 
think p o s s i b l y the reason i s that Quine i s not objecting 
a g a i n s t those f e a t u r e s of Carnap's a r t i f i c i a l semantical 
system on t h e i r own right,* he i s o b j e c t i n g to t h e i r 
1 . i b i d ^ PP.3U. 
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use as having explanatory power as f a r a s the e x p l i c a t i o n 
of the ordinary concepts of i n t e n s i o n , such as a n a l y t i c i t y , 
are concerned. I f he s i n g l e s out semantical r u l e s and 
meaning p o s t u l a t e s , i t i s because these two concepts are 
d i r e c t l y involved i n the above a l l e g e d explanation. 
Carnap hi m s e l f i s not i n t e r e s t e d i n e x p l i c a t i n g l o g i c a l 
concepts f o r n a t u r a l languages. He says the problems 
of e x p l i c a t i n g concepts of t h i s kind f o r n a t u r a l languages 
are of an e n t i r e l y d i f f e r e n t nature . A c t u a l l y , a l l that 
Carnap has done concerning a n a l y t i c i t y i s that he m.erelj'' 
formalized L e i b n i z ' s and Wittgenstein's concepts of i t , 
a f t e r p u t t i n g h i s own stamp of emphasis on meaning and 
conventions on them. He has joined the two concepts 
together, u t i l i z i n g L e i b n i z ' s notion of a l l p o s s i b l e 
worlds to develop h i s own concept of s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n s 
and t h e i r range, and at the same time u t i l i z i n g 
W ittgenstein's c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of l o g i c a l t r u t h s i n 
terms of tautology, that i s to say f a c t u a l vacuousness. 
Vi/hat i s more, Carnap has constructed h i s who^e sem.antical 
system, to serve h i s pre-systematic concept of a n a l y t i c 
t r u t h as one based on l i n g u i s t i c conventions which are 
completely aloof from any f a c t u a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n . Thus 
Carnap's semantical systems are pre-supposing the sharp 
d i s t i n c t i o n between two l e v e l s of truths: the one b a s i c 
on language and convention, while the other based on 
e m p i r i c a l f a c t s j the s e p a r a t i o n being a sharp and 
absolute one. D e s c r i b i n g to what extent he was influenced 
2 
by L e i b n i z and W i t t g e n s t e i n , Carnap w r i t e s : 
"To me i t (the problem of the d i s t i n c t i o n between 
l o g i c a l and f a c t u a l t r u t h ) had alv/ays seemed to be one 
of the most important tasks to e x p l i c a t e t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n . 
1. Carnap, Meaning and N e c e s s i t y , pp.223. 
2. The Philosophy of Rudolph Carnap, ed. by S c h i l p p , 
pp.b3. 
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i n other words, to c o n s t r u c t a d e f i n i t i o n of l o g i c a l , 
t r u t h or a n a l y t i c i t y . I n my search f o r an e x p l i c a t i o n 
I was guided, on the one hand, by L e i b n i z ' s view that 
a n e c e s s a r y t r u t h i s one which holds i n a l l p o s s i b l e 
worlds., and on the other hand, by Wittgenstein's view 
that a l o g i c a l t r u t h or tautology i s c h a r a c t e r i z e d by 
holding f o r a l l . p o s s i b l e d i s t r i b u t i o n s of t r u t h - v a l u e s . 
Therefore the various forms of my d e f i n i t i o n of l o g i c a l 
t r u t h are based e i t h e r on the d e f i n i t i o n of l o g i c a l l y 
p o s s i b l e s t a t e s or on the d e f i n i t i o n of sentence, des-
c r i b i n g those s t a t e s ( s t a t e - d e s c r i p t i o n s ) . 
Carhap a l s o w r i t e s r e f e r r i n g to h i s paper ".Meaning 
P o s t u l a t e s " : 
" I t i s the purpose of t h i s paper to d e s c r i b e a v/ay 
of e x p l i c a t i n g the concept of a n a l y t i c i t y , i . e . , t r u t h 
based upon meaning, i n the fram.ework of a semantical 
system, by using what we s h a l l c a l l meaning p o s t u l a t e s " . 
I t i s the idea of t r u t h by language alone or by 
convention alone which Quine r e j e c t s as a bad theory of 
l o g i c a l and a n a l y t i c t r u t h s . I t i s important to repeat 
that Quine i s not r e j e c t i n g t r u t h by convention as such. 
He i s ready to admit that t r u t h by convention i s involved, 
a t l e a s t i n s e t theory, i n what he c a l l s ' l e g i s l a t i v e ' 
p o s t u l a t i o n and d e f i n i t i o n as d i s t i n c t from ' d i s c u r s i v e ' . 
I f Quine r e j e c t s t h i s conventionalism as a theory, then 
i t goes without saying that he i s j u s t i f i e d i n r e j e c t i n g 
the formal v e r s i o n of i t , i n s i d e Carnap's semantical 
system, where i t i s couohed i n terms of semantical r u l e s 
and meaning p o s t u l a t e s . 
1 . Meaning and N e c e s s i t y , pp.222 
Quine and the B e h a v i o u r i s t i c Theory of Meaning 
Quine's second o b j e c t i o n to Carnap's account of 
a n a l y t i c i t y i s that i t i s i n t e n s i o n a l . Quine, as we have 
s a i d e a r l i e r , does not. regard as s a t i s f a c t o r y any 
e x p l i c a t i o n of any member of the whole f a m i l y of i n t e n s i o n a l 
idioms such as ' a n a l y t i c i t y ' , 'synonymy', 'm.eanings', e t c . , 
e t c . , which r e f e r s to an i n t e n s i o n a l notion. 5'or i n s t a n c e , 
he says t h a t a n a l y t i c i t y could be smartly defined i n terms 
of synonymy. But the trouble i s that we do not posses 
a c l e a r c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of t h i s l a t t e r notion. By 
' c l e a r ' here Quine means "non-intensional". 
L a t e r on, i n h i s book Word and Object, Quine gives 
an e x t e n s i o n a l c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of synonymy i n terms of 
ove r t behaviour. Yet t h i s c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n i s e s s e n t i a l l y 
indeterminate because of the indeterminacy of r a d i c a l 
t r a n s l a t i o n . Quine's f i n d i n g s i n t h i s r e s p e c t are 
s i m i l a r to those of Nelson Goodm.an. I s h a l l say more 
about t h i s when I consider Quine's views on t h i s i s s u e . 
But f o r the present I must consider the wider i s s u e s 
which i s involved here i n the c o n f l i c t between Carnap, 
as r e p r e s e n t i v e of those who behave i n a sharp a n a l y t i c 
and Biinthetic t r u t h , and Quine, as r e p r e s e n t i v e of the 
group of philosophers who are s c e p t i c a l about i t . 
( I n c i d e n t a l l y , t h i s group i n c l u d e s , Quine, White, Waismann, 
Helson.-Goodm.an, T a r s k i and ( t o some extent find perhaps f o r 
d i f f e r e n t reasons) von Mises, who seems to accept M i l l ' s 
view t h a t statem.ents of pure m.athematics are empirical)". 
T h i s i s the i s s u e whether i n t e n s i o n a l idiom.s should be 
admitted i n s c i e n c e or not. Since i t i s Quine who 
provokes t h i s controversy I s h a l l f i r s t consider Quine's 




The Question of I n t e n s i o n a l i t y 
Chapter Five 
Quine's Re.iection of Intension 
We have seen how Frege and Carnap use the terms 
"intension" and "extension", and how these terms are 
adopted as improvements over the tenninology of the 
theory of naming. 
However, according to W. and M. Kheale,^"^^ the 
words "intension" and "extension" have t h e i r origin i n 
the work La Logique ou I'Art de penser. This work i s 
often c a l l e d The Port Ro.Yal Logic, because i t was com-
posed by tinro leaders of the Port Royal Movement:^ namely 
Antoine: Arnauld and Pierre Nicole. The work also r e -
f l e c t s the d i s t i n c t i v e views and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of t h i s 
movement, e s p e c i a l l y "a d i s t i n c t i v e tone of earnest piety 
( 2 ) 
for vdaich the movement became famous"; ' I n the Port Roy-
a l Logic, the intension/extension d i s t i n c t i o n i s introdu-
ced i n the form a d i s t i n c t i o n between the "comprehension" 
and"extension" of a general term. The comprehension of 
a general term i s defined as "the set of attributes v(&ich 
i t implies, or, as the authors say, the set of attributes 
which could not be removed without destruction of the 
idea. Thus the comprehension of the idea of triangle 
includes extended shape, having three sides, having 
three angles, and having i t s i n t e r i o r angles equal to 
two r i g h t angles. The extension of a term, on the other 
hand, i s the set of things to which i t i s applicable, or 
what the older l o g i c i a n s c a l l e d i t s i n t e r i o r s " ^ ^ ^ 
Kneale says that the words comprehension and ext-
ension as introduced by Arnauld and Nicole give r i s e to 
some d i f f i c u l t i e s . For instance, the word "comprehension" 
means i n ordinary French the same as the word "understand-
ing" means i n English. From t h i s one may naturally 
1 . W. & M. Kheale, The Development of Logic 
2 . Development of Logic, page 3 1 5 . 
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i n f e r that Arnauld and Nicole mean by the comprehension 
of a general term what we understand by i t , that i s to 
say i t s meaning or s i g n i f i c a n c e . But the example they 
give does not seem to suggest t h i s interpretation. For 
having i n t e r i o r angles equal to two ri g h t angles i s 
said by them to be included i n the comprehension of the 
idea of a t r i a n g l e , and t h i s character i s indeed some-
thing which the idea of a tr i a n g l e implies i n a large 
sense. But, Kneale suggests, i t i s c e r t a i n l y not part 
of the meaning of the word "triangle", 
Kneale says that since the middle of the nineteenth 
century English writers have commonly followed S i r 
William Hamilton i n replacing "comprehension" by I'Jinten-
sion" which has no use i n ordinary language. 
Another d i f f i c u l t y i n Arnauld and Nicole's d i s t i n c -
t i o n i s that the extension of a general term i s defined 
as the set of i t s ini;eriors. Kneale says that i t i s not 
c l e a r whether those i n j ^ l r i o r s are supposed to be species 
or i n d i v i d u a l s . Arnauld and Nicole seem to hesitate be-
tween the two. But we may harmlessly interpret them as 
using the word "extension" to r e f e r to individuals. 
Kneale says that the modern philosophical usage of 
the terms "intension" and "extension" i n logic has arisen 
from Arnauld and Nicole's The Port Royal Logic, by a 
natural development. I n current philosophical usage, 
propositions, meanings and attributes are considered to 
be examples of intensions, while truth values (regarded 
as o b j e c t s ) , c l a s s e s and individuals are examples of 
extensions. 
For Quine intensions are the objects to which such 
idioms as "meanings", "proposition", "attributes", 
"necessity", " p o s s i b i l i t y " , etc., are supposed to r e f e r , 
by l o g i c i a n s dike Prege, Ru s s e l l or Camap. Quine sus-
tain s the d i s t i n c t i o n which Prege has made between nom-
inatum and sense. He r e f e r s to the former as the 
theory of reference and the l a t t e r as the theory of mean-
ing. Yet he believes that t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n , although 
indispensible i n ordinary aiscourse, should not be allowed 
into the t h e o r e t i c a l language of science. For t h i s lang-
uage he has an "austere" programme which does not t o l -
erate intensional idioms or intensional objects, and 
whatever i s indispensible i n the theory of meaning must 
undergo a process of extensionalization before i t qual-
i f i e s f or i n c l u s i o n i n the language. For instance, as 
we s h a l l see l a t e r , Quine dispenses with the term "mean-
ing" by resolving i t into two components "significance" 
and "synonymy" and asalyses these two terms i n a behav-
i o u r i s t i c way. 
Quine's Theory of Canonical Notation s 
I n Quine's austere programme for the language of 
science, ordinary language i s refashioned according to 
an e m p i r i c i s t and conventionalist pattern. Two major 
considerations dictate t h i s : better communication and 
s i m p l i c i t y . To carry out t h i s programme, Quine has 
devised a s p e c i a l notation which he c a l l s "o^anonical 
notation". I n t h i s canonical notation we do not r e s t 
content with the. l e s s r a d i c a l practice of eliminating 
various types of vagueness and ambiguity from ordinary 
language i n order to achieve better communication, but 
we must do everything/in our power to keep our theory 
simple. Quine writes^ ' 
"...Clearly i t would be f o l l y to burden a l o g i c a l 
theory with quirks of usage that we can straighten. I t 
i s the part of the strategy to keep theory simple where 
we can, and then, when we want to apply the theory to 
p a r t i c u l a r sentences of ordinary language, to transform 
those sentences into a "canonical form" adopted to the 
theory. I f we were to devise a logic of ordinary lang-
uage for d i r e c t use on sentences as they come, we would 
have to complicate our rules of inference i n sundry 
1 . "Notes on the Theory of Reference", i n From a Logical. 
2 o Word and Ob.iect. page 1 5 8 . 
unilluminating ways". 
The scope of t h i s chapter does not allow an ade-
quate account of Quine's canonical notation, and the 
austere programme which he achieved by means of i t . 
Yet, I s h a l l attempt to say a few words about some im-
portant features of i t which are e s s e n t i a l for an under-
standing of the r e j e c t i o n of intensional concepts. 
According to Quine's theory of ontic committment, 
to be i n a physical and objective sense i s to be a value 
of a bound v a r i a b l e . Thus i n e f f e c t the scope of physical 
and ontic existence i s co-extensive with the scope of 
quantification. How Quine reaches t h i s conclusion i s an 
important feature of h i s canonical notation, namely that 
of drawing h i s important d i s t i n c t i o n between singular 
and general terms. General terms are reduced to pred-
i c a t e s , and singular ones to quantified variab[les. 
Quine brings up t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i n section 19 of Word 
and Object under the heading "Divided Reference". He 
— n — 
says^ ' that he has:previously, i n h i s lectures i n 
Harvard and Oxford and elsewhere, c a l l e d terms with div-
ided reference "individuative" and " a r t i c u l a t i v e " , both 
of which suffer from unintended associations and both of 
which are preserved i n Strawson's "Particular and General". 
He says that he now chooses the t i t l e "Divided Reference" 
because i t s stress, on d i v i s i o n , as against multiplication, 
seems best suited to what he wants to bring out. Quine 
describes the d i s t i n c t i o n as drawn i n the folbwing way: 
'^If a term admits the definite and the indefinite 
a r t i c l e and the p l u r a l ending, then normally under our 
perfected adult usage i t i s a general term. I t s sing-
u l a r and p l u r a l forms are most conveniently looked on 
not as two kindred terms, but as ways i n which one and 
the same term, turns up i n varying contexts. The'-s' of 
'apples-' i s to be reckoned thus merely as an outlying 
1. Word. Page 90. I n a footnote. 
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p a r t i c l e comparable to the 'an' of 'an apple". We s h a l l 
see l a t e r ( 24.36) that by c e r t a i n standardizations of 
phrasing the contexts that c a l l for pl u r a l s can, i n prin-
c i p l e be paraphrased away altogether. But the dichotomy 
between singular terms and general terms, inconveniently 
s i m i l a r i n nomenclature to the grammatical one between 
singular and p l u r a l i s l e s s s u p e r f i c i a l . A singular 
term, e.g. 'mama' admits only the singular grammatical 
form and no a r t i c l e . Semantically the d i s t i n c t i o n be-
tween singular and general terms i s vaguely that a singu-
l a r term names or purports to name ju s t one object, though 
as complex or diffuse an object as you please, while a 
general term;; i s true of each, severally of any number 
of objects....."^•'•^ 
This quotation, although rather lengthy, does not 
perhaps c l a r i f y the d i s t i n c t i o n which Quine wishes to 
make between singular and general terms. We run into 
trouble when we consider such terms as 'water', 'sugar', 
'furniture','red', 'footwear', etc., etc.; the so-called 
mass terms. These terms, although grammatically l i k e 
singular terms i n r e s i s t i n g p l u r a l i z a t i o n and a r t i c l e s , 
do not purport (unlike singular ones) to name a unique 
object each. I n order to c l a r i f y t h i s point Quine consi-
ders the role of terms i n predication, because i t i s i n 
the teziQS themselves rather than i n what they name that 
the d i s t i n c t i o n between singular and general terms must 
be sought. How many objects a term names i s not the 
b a s i s of the d i s t i n c t i o n . For instance, 'Pegasus' counts 
as a singular term, although i t i s not true of any object, 
while 'natural s a t e l l i t e of the earth' counts as a general 
term though true of j u s t one object. 
The D i s t i n c t i o n and Predication : 
The d i s t i n c t i o n between singular and general terms 
1. Word, page 90. 
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i s c l e a r e s t i n the context of predication. Consider 
the sentence 'Mama i s a woman', or i n symbols 'Q i s an 
P', where Q stands for a singular and for a general term. 
I n predication a general term i s asserted of a singular 
one to form a sentence which i s true or f a l s e according 
as the general term i s true or f a l s e of the object, i f 
any, to i/daich the singular term r e f e r s . I t i s because 
Quine i s predominantly concerned with reference that the 
d i s t i n c t i o n between singular and general terms rather 
than the grammatical d i s t i n c t i o n s between the substantive, 
the adjective and the verb i s so important for his canon-
i c a l notation. Those grammatical d i s t i n c t i o n s , Quine 
claims, have l i t t l e bearing.on the questions of reference 
and they can be viewed i n consequence simply as variant 
forms of a general term. 
Mass terms l i k e 'water!.' and 'sugar' can occur both 
as singular and general terms depending on t h e i r roles i n 
predication, e.g. 
1. That puddle i s water 
2. The white part i s sugar 
Here'water'and'sugar' are general terms, irtiile i n 
1. Water i s f l u i d 
2. Sugar i s sweet 
they are singular terms. 
I t i s perhaps rather d i f f i c u l t for us to see how 
'waters and 'sugar' can be s i n a i l a r terms i n the ordinary 
sense of these words. I n the ordinary sense 'a singular 
term' i s one which applies j u s t to one object, while a 
general term has application to more than one object. 
But as I said i n the previous page, Quine uses these two 
phrases i n a very s p e c i a l sense. He says that the number 
of objects a term may r e f e r to i s not the basis on wlich 
he draws the d i s t i n c t i o n between singular and general 
terms. Quine writes s 
"After a l l , i t may be objected, the singular term 
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d i f f e r s from general terms only i n that the number of 
objects of viich i t i s true i s one rather than some other 
number. Why pick the number one for separate attention? 
But a c t u a l l y the difference between being true of many 
objects and being true of j u s t one i s not what matters 
to the d i s t i n c t i o n between general and singular. This 
point i s evident once we get to derived terms such as 
'pegasus', which are learned by description, or such as 
'natural s a t e l l i t e of the earth'. For 'Pegasus' counts 
as a singular term though true of nothing, and 'natural 
s a t e l l i t e of the earth' counts as a general term though 
true of j u s t one object. As one vaguely says 'Pegasus' 
i s singular i n t h a t i t purports to r e f e r to j u s t one object, 
and 'natural s a t e l l i t e of the earth' i s general i n that 
i t s s i n g u l a r i t y of reference i s not something purported 
i n the term. Such t a l k of purport i s only a picturesque 
way of alluding to d i s t i n c t i v e grammatical roles that 
singular and general terms,;play i n sentences. I t i s by 
grammatical rule that general and singular terms are 
properly distinguished". 
What Quine means by grammatical roles i s a r e l a t i o n -
ship between a subject and a predicate i n a sentence. I n 
the same page, and i n the paragraph following the one 
j u s t quoted, ^ i n e adds : 
"The basic combination i n which general GUid singular 
terms f i n d t h e i r contrasting roles i s that of predication. 
....Predication j o i n s a general term and a singular term 
to form a sentence that i s true or f a l s e according as the 
general term i s true or f a l s e of the object, i f any, to 
which the singular term r e f e r s . " ^ ^ ^ 
Strawson c r i t i c i z e s Q u i n e ' s d i s t i n c t i o n between 
singular and general terms. However, h i s c r i t i c i s m of 
1. Word, page 95,96. 
2. Word, page 96. 
3. Strawson's "Singular Terms and Predication" i n Syn-
these, volume 19, No. 1/2, December 1968, 
i 5 i . 
Quine i s not r a d i c a l here. He says he i s prepared to 
accept Quine's account, provided that c e r t a i n assumptions 
which are i m p l i c i t i n i t are made e x p l i c i t . He says that 
Quine t r i e s to explain the d i s t i n c t i o n by refering us to 
'•a s i t u a t i o n i n which there i s , on the one hand, a sent-
ence formed by joining two terms and i n which there may 
or may not be, on the other hand, an object to which 
both terms are c o r r e c t l y applied. The difference i n role 
of the two terms might be held to be shown by the implied 
differences between the ways i n which these might f a i l 
to be such an object. Thus the f a i l u r e might, so to 
speak, be j u s t l y l a i d at the door of the general term, 
but only i f (1) there indeed was a c e r t a i n object to 
which the singular term was corre c t l y applied and (2) 
the general term f a i l e d to apply to that object, i . e . 
the object to which the singular term was correctly 
applied. I t i s implied that i n t h i s case of f a i l u r e 
the sentence (statement) i s f a l s e . Or again the f a i l u r e 
might be j u s t l y l a i d at the door of the singular term; but 
t h i s would be quite a different kind of f a i l u r e . I t would 
not be a f a i l u r e of the singular terms to apply to the 
object, which.....».. where t h i s which clause could be 
f i l l e d out by mentioning the general term. The f a i l u r e 
of application of the singular term would not, l i k e that 
of i t s partner, depend on i t s partner's success. I t 
would be a quite independent f a i l u r e . "^^^ The r e s u l t of 
t h i s l a t t e r f a i l u r e would be a truth-value gap, that i s 
to say i t would not be proper to speak of the sentence 
i n ^ i c h such a f a i l u r e occurs as true or f a l s e . 
Strawson says t h i s t a l k of granmiatical role of terms 
i n predication does not serve to e s t a b l i s h a d i s t i n c t i o n 
between singular and general terms. He says that i n the 
statement: "A comet was observed by astronomers tonight". 
1. Strawson's essay : Synthese, Vol. 19. 
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the singular term, "a comet" i s not distinguishable from 
the general terms "was observed by astronomers" i n r e s -
pect of grammatical roles i n predication. However, I 
find Strawson rather obscure on t h i s point, because he does 
not say why he thinks that i n the comet example, the s i n -
gular term i s not distinguishable from the general term. 
Yet, i t seems to me that he says they are not d i s t i n g -
uishable, because both of them r e f e r to one and the same 
object. But we have seen Quine does not explain h i s 
d i s t i n c t i o n between singular and general terms along 
these l i n e s . To the best of my knowledge, Quine has not 
yet r e p l i e d to Strawson's c r i t i c i s m . Yet, one may meet 
t h i s l a s t remark by Strawson that the singular and the 
general terms i n "A comet was observed by astronomers", 
by saying that the singular term i s distinguishable from 
the general term by (a) i t i s a substantive occupying 
the subject position to the predicative copula; and i t s 
f a i l u r e to apply to i t s object w i l l r e s u l t i n a truth-
value gap, while the f a i l u r e of the general term w i l l 
r e s u l t i n f a l s i t y (b) i t i s unlike a general term i n 
predicative position i n that i t has no predicative cop-
u l a prefixed to i t and does not i t s e l f possess the form 
of a verb. 
Strawson says he does ndt accept t h i s way of d i s t i n g -
uishing between singular and general terms; yet here again 
he i s obscure and does not give reasons. 
However, Strawson seems to have h i s own theory of s i n -
gular and general tenns which he keeps i n the back of his 
blind a l l along and from, the s t a r t when he c r i t i c i z e s 
Quine's theory i t i s from the standpoint of his own theory 
that Strawson c r i t i c i z e s Quine's views, and t r i e s to r e -
concile them with h i s own views. l e t us, therefore, ex-
amine Strawson's theory of singular terms and predication. 
Strawson on Singular Terms and Predication : 
Strawson gives the following examples : 
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(1) Mamma i s kind 
(2) The doctor i s coming to dinner 
(3) That picture i s valuable 
He says i n these examples both the singular and the 
general terms apply to a single, concrete and spato-
temporally continuous object; but they need not do that. 
They can apply to more than one object. Then he puts 
the following question and gives his own answer to i t ; he 
says: 
"ITow what i s the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c difference between 
the r e l a t i o n s of the two terms to the object? The char-
a c t e r i s t i c difference, I suggest, i s that the singular 
term i s used for the purpose of identifying the object, 
of bringing i t about that the hearer (or, generally, the 
audience) knows which or what object i s i n question; 
while the general term i s not. I t i s enough i f the gen-
e r a l term i n f a c t applies to the object, i t does not also 
have to i d e n t i f y i t . " ^ " " - ^ 
Strawson then goes on to explain the i d e n t i f i c a t o r y 
function of singular terms; he writes s 
"Well, l e t us consider that i n any communication 
s i t u a t i o n a hearer (an audience) i s antecedently equipped 
with a c e r t a i n amount of knowledge, with c e r t a i n presump-
tions, with a c e r t a i n range of possible current perception. 
Shese are within the scope of h i s knowledge a present 
perception objects which he i s able i n one way or another 
to d i s t i n g u i s h for himself. The i d e n t i f i c a t o r y task of 
one of the terms, i n predications of the kind we are now 
concerned with, i s to bring i t about that the hearer knows 
which object i t i s , of a l l the objects within the hearer's 
scope of knowledge or presumption, that the other term i s 
being applied to t h i s i d e n t i f i c a t o r y task i s c h a r a c t e r i s t -
i c a l l y the task of the d e f i n i t e singular term. That 
term achieves i t s i d e n t i f i c a t o r y purpose by drawing upon 
1. Strawson's "Singular Terms and Predication" Synthese, 
vol.19. 
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what i n the widest sense might be c a l l e d the conditions 
of i t s utterance, including what the hearer i s presumed 
to know or to presume already or to be i n a position there 
and then to perceive for himself. This i s not something 
i n c i d e n t a l to the use of singular terms i n predications 
of the kind we are now concerned with. I t i s quite 
"(1) 
c e n t r a l to t h i s use. ^ ' 
This Strawsonian.account of the d i s t i n c t i o n between 
singular and general terms i n predication i s probably 
i n the main correct. As Strawson himself has pointed 
out, there are many phrases i n Quine which seem to point, 
admittedly rather waveringly, i n t h i s direction of the 
i d e n t i f i c a t o r y function of singular terms. The phrase 
about purporting or not purporting s i n g u l a r i t y ^ ^ ^ a l -
though vague and unclear i s one of them. Another such 
phrase i s that i n which the singular term 'the l i o n ' i s 
said to r e f e r to j u s t one l i o n "distinguished from i t s 
fellows f or speaker-and hearer by previous sentences or 
attendent circumstances" 
However, Quine's account of the d i s t i n c t i o n between 
singular and general terms i s cl e a r i n i t s e l f . Yet Straw-
son's account of i t seems to be closer to the ordinary way 
of drawing i t i n natural languages. However, Quine's the-
ory of cannnical notation, to which the d i s t i n c t i o n i s cen-
t r a l , i s not constructed a f t e r the model of ordinary lang-
uage. Rather i t seeks to replace them, by reproducing a l l 
t h e i r indispensible c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s except intensions, 
Quine i s not completely ignoring ordinary language. He i s 
j u s t saying that i t might be useful to do without cer t a i n 
aspects of i t where possible. Quine writes : 
"On the face of i t there i s a ce r t a i n verbal per-
v e r s i t y i n the idea that ordinary ta l k of familiar 
physical things i s not i n a large part understood as i t 
1. Synthessj Vol.19 page 103. 
2 . Quine's Word, page 96. 
3. Quine,'s Word, page 112. 
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stands, or that evidence for t h e i r r e a l i t y needs to be 
uncovered. For surely the key words 'understood','real', 
and'evidence' here are too i l l - d e f i n e d to stand up under 
such punishment. We should only be depriving them of the 
very denotations to which they mainly owe such sense as 
they make to us.... 
There are, however, philosophers who overdo t h i s 
l i n e of thought, treating ordinary language as sacrosanct, 
They e x a l t ordinary language to the exclusion of one of 
i t s own t r a i t s : i t s disposition to keep on evolving. 
S c i e n t i f i c neologism i s i t s e l f j u s t l i n g u i s t i c evolution 
gone self-conscious, as science i s self-conscious common 
sense "^•'•^  
Thus Quine would not accept any blame for having 
sometimes to part company with ordinary language. How-
ever, before h i s canonical notation can be accepted as a 
substitute for the ordinary intensional language, he w i l l 
have to prove (a) that i t i s as adequate for science as 
ordinary language (b) that i t i s more e f f i c i e n t than 
ordinary language for s c i e n t i f i c communication, as he 
claims i t to be. I s h a l l have more to say about t h i s 
l a t e r on i n t h i s chapter. 
I conclude these remarks about Quine's d i s t i n c t i o n 
between singular and general terms by saying that i t i s 
not c r u c i a l to the d i s t i n c t i o n to be i n accord with the 
way i t i s normally drawn i n ordinary language. The d i s t -
i n c t i o n should be viewed as an integral part of his canon-
i c a l notation as a whole, accepted i f the l a t t e r i s acc-
epted, or rejected i f i t i s rejected. 
Now, and so f a r , Quine gets r i d of one half of the 
terms of language, namely general terms by reducing them 
to predicate positions. Predication i s a basic feature 
of h i s canonical notation, that i s to say i t i s not 
further reduced to anything e l s e . General terms such as 
'apple' or 'apples' are both reduced to pedicates. e.g. 
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"Turtles are r e p t i l e s " becomes, 
(x) ( i f X i s a t u r t l e then x i s a r e p t i l e " 
Quine makes use Russell's theory of definite 
description i n converting names into general terms. He 
extends Russell's theory which i s o r i g i n a l l y applicable 
to phrases such as "The present King of France i s bald", 
or "Scot was the author of Waverley", to apply to such 
names as "Pegasus". He rephrases Pegasus as the des-
c r i p t i o n "the winged horse that was captured by B e l l e r -
ophon". But even i f i t i s not possible to rephrase 
"Pegasus" as a description for some reason or another; 
we could s t i l l eliminate i t by substituting for i t the 
unanalysable and irreducible attribute of being Pegasus. 
We can r e f e r to such an attribute by the verb ' i s -
Pegasus' or 'Pegasizes'. Thus for "Pegasus i s " we can 
write : ( 3 x ) ( x pegasizes' (y) (y pegasizes= y= x) 
Thus Quine somewhat deviates from, the customary practice 
which reckons names as subordinate to singular terms. I 
am not going to press t h i s point any further here, but 
i t shows that Quine i n constructing h i s austere theoretical 
language for s c i e n t i f i c enquiry i s quite ready to make 
considerable deviations from ordinary usage. 
Now, having assigned a l l words to the categories of 
singular or general terms, and having further reduced a l l 
general terms including names to cases of predication, 
we are now l e f t with the task of reducing singular terms, 
i n d e f i n i t e ones into something simpler. 
A l l i n d e f i n i t e singular terms are reduced to cases 
of e x i s t e n t i a l and universal quantification, and ultimately 
the former i s reduced to the l a t t e r . This process brings 
us to the second basic feature of Quine's notation, name-
l y Quantification. Quine reduces indefinite singular 
terms to q u a n t i f i e r s i n the following way :-
( l ) F i r s t to avoid ambiguity of scope, the in d e f i n i t e 
1, Quine's : From a Logical ; page 8. 
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singular terms are r e s t r i c t e d to subject positiono An 
example of the ambiguity i s the phrase "big European 
bu t t e r f l y " . I s the scope of the adjective "big" j u s t 
'European' or "European butterfly". Other examples are, 
(1) I'f any member contributes, he gets a poppy 
( i i ) I f every member contributes, I w i l l be surprised 
]Jow. here, the scope of "any member" i n ( i ) could be the 
entire sentence and i t could be j u s t the f i r s t half of 
i t . S i m i l a r l y the scope of "every member" i n ( i i ) could 
be the whole sentence and i t could be j u s t the f i r s t 
h a l f o To avoid t h i s ambiguity of scope we use the phrase 
"such that"o Thus ( i ) becomes ( i i i ) Each member i s such 
that i f he contributes, he gets a poppy. And ( i i ) can 
be rephrased s i m i l a r l y . 
( 2 ) I n h i s canonical notation, Quine makes this r e s t r i c t i o n 
of indefinite singular terms to the subject position a con-
stant and regular condition. Morever, he i n s i s t s that 
i n t h i s notation these subjects must always be followed 
by a predicate of the form ' i s an object x smch that... 
JLo . . o 
( 3 ) The phrase 'such that' i s then substantivized by pre-
f i x i n g 'object' i n order to accommodate variables. 
ik) I n th i s connection no need a r i s e s for distingiojshing 
between "very", "any", or "each", since i n place of a l l 
these we use the 'such that' clause, 'no', l i k e the 
indefinite singular terms 'nobody' and 'nothing', can 
be replaced by means of 'each' negation. 
( 5 ) A l l e s s e n t i a l forms of indefinite singular terms are 
thus reduced to 'every P' and 'some P' where P i s a gea-
e r a l terms i n substantival form. These i n turn are red-
ucible to the two indefinite singular terras 'everything' 
and 'something'. Combining thi s with what has been said 
i n steps 1 - i+ we get 
( i ) Everything i s an object x such that ( i f x i s an P then 
CO.aX..000) 
( i i ) Something i s an object x such that (x i s an P and .... 
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Thus a l l indefinite singular terms are reduced to 
•everything* and 'something'. The usual notations for 
these are (x) and ( 5 x) respectively. These prefixes 
are our normal quantifiers; universal and e x i s t e n t i a l . 
Of course the l a t t e r i s reducible to the former as not. 
(x) not (....x....) and conversely. Thus a l l indefinite 
singular terms are reduced to universal quantification. 
Predication, quantification and truth-functions are 
the only e s s e n t i a l features of Quine's austere canonical 
notation. In the preceding pages we have seen some of 
the positive techniques by means of which these basic 
features are deduced. What remains i s to show hor/ Quine 
i s able to confine his"notation to these three features 
alone. I n other words, we must now try to shov/ the tech-
nique which Quine follows i n refusing intensions entry 
to t h i s canonical notation. We s h a l l also examine the 
reasons which he gives for considering the notation as 
both complete and adequate to the purposes of s c i e n t i f i c 
discourse. Perhaps i t i s important to emphasise at this 
point that Quine i s under no i l l u s i o n as to the extent 
and scope of h i s notation i n comparison with ordinary 
language, and admits f r e e l y that jts scope i s much more 
r e s t r i c t e d . He writes i 
"Taking the canonical notation thus austerely, and 
holding also to the formal economics of Chapter V, we 
have j u s t these basic constructions: predication, \ini-
ver s a l quantification and the truth functions. The 
ultimate components are the variables and the general 
terms; and these combine in predication to form the 
atomic open sentences. What thus confronts us as a achema 
for systems of the world i s that structure so well under-
stood by present-day Logicians, the logic of quantification 
or calculus of predicates. 
1. IBi d , page 228. 
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Not that the idioms thus renounced are supposed 
to be unneeded i n the market-place or i n the laboratory. 
Not that indicator words and subjective conditionals, 
are supposed to be unneeded i n teaching the very terms-
'soluble'o 'Greenwich', 'A-D', 'Polaris' - on which the 
canonical formulations may proceed. The doctrine i s only 
that such a canonical idiom can be abstracted and then 
adhered to i n the statement of one's s c i e n t i f i c theory. 
The doctrine i s that a l l t r a i t s of r e a l i t y worthy of the 
name can be set down i n an idiom of this austere form i f 
i n any idiom." 
The Banned Idioms of Intensions 
In the above quotations we learn that some idioms 
such as the indicator words and subjective conditionals 
are banned from entering:- canonical notation.What other 
idioms are so banned and why are they banned? To the 
f i r s t question Quine w i l l say that a l l idioms of inten-
sion, are banned. The second question he answers thus: 
"Intensions are creatures of darkness, and I s h a l l rejoice 
with the reader when they are exorcised". Picturesqueness 
aside, what Quine means here i s that intensional idioms 
and the i r corresponding objects are, even by the accounts 
of their defenders, irremediably obsc\ire. They do not 
occur i n a purely r e f e r e n t i a l role i n open sentences^^^and 
consequently they cannot be subjected to quantification 
i n other words, they f a i l to meet Quine's c r i t e r i o n for 
our ontic committment: to be i s to be a value of a bound 
variable. What kind of e n t i t i e s are objects of inten-
sional idiom? Nobody, he submits, hasooffered an answer 
to the question. Besides, Quine's canonical notation, 
irrespective of whether i t i s complete and adequate or 
not, does not contain any reference of them, I am not 
going to consider here the adequacy and efficiency of 
Quine's canonical notation. Such an examination would 
1 . These are sentences with iinbound variables; they are 
neither true nor f a l s e according to Quine. 
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indeed be relevant to the main theme of thi s thesis 
but c l e a r l y transcends i t . Instead I s h a l l try to enum-
erate the banned intensional idioms and to show what 
procedure Quine follows in arguing against them. 
(1) Prepositional Attitudes s 
The term 'prepositional attitudes' i s Russell's 
inventioi^1 a commoner term i s simply 'propositions'. 
They can be described as the that-clauses of indirect 
quotations, or of verbs of believing, desiring, wishing, 
hunting, wanting and s t r i v i n g . They act as grammatical 
objects of such verbs. 
( 2 ) Propositions s 
Besides the need to posit propositions as objects of 
prepositional attitudes, they are also posited as "trans-
l a t i o n constants":"as things shared somehow by foreign 
sentences and the i r translations. They have been wanted 
likewise as constants of the so-called philosophical 
analysis, or paraphrase: as things shared by analysanda 
and the i r analysantia. They have been wanted as truth 
vehicles..."^^^ 
( 3 ) Modalities 
S t r i c t or l o g i c a l modal idioms such as "necessarily" 
and "possibly" are \mconditional and impersonal modes of 
truth. Both for Lewis, the founder of modal logic, and 
for Carnap, a sentence l i k e s 
( i ) Necessarily 9 U, i s to be explained as 
( i i ) '9 i s a n a l y t i c . 
Apart from h i s misgivings over the notion of analyt-
i c i t y Quine excludes these l o g i c a l modalities from h i s 
canonical notation on the same ground as he excludes 
propositions, and prepositional attidiudes, namely opacity 
of reference. 
1. Russell's An Enquiry into Meaning and Truth, page 21. 
2o I b i d . Page 206. 
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ik) Dispositional terms and Conditionals s 
Quine also bans from his canonical notation the 
strong or subjective conditional s ' I f Caesar were in 
command of this army he would use the atomic bomb'. 
Like prepositional attitudes and indirect quobtion, 
( 1 ) 
these^ ' contrary-to-facts are not purely r e f e r e n t i a l ; 
we project ourselves, perhaps rather dramatically,into 
them by feigning b e l i e f i n thei r antecedents and then 
finding out how convincing their consequent turns out 
to be. "What t r a i t s of the r e a l world to suppose 
preserved i n the feigned world of the contrary-to-facts 
antecedent can be guessed only from a sympathetic sense 
of the f a b u l i s t ' s l i k e l y purpose i n spinning h i s fable" 
Counterfactuals are also seen i n statements contain-
ing dispositional terms, e.g. 
" I f sugar were placed i n water at a certain time i t would 
dissolve". I n connection with dispositional terms l i k e 
'soluble', what Quine bans from h i s canonical notation 
i s the free application of the subjBnctive conditional 
or the dispositional operation '-ble*. Much force of 
these dispositional terms i s retained through use of 
other means. 
( 5 ) Relations. Attributes, indicator words and causal 
idioms. 
A l l these are banned from Quine's canonical notation. 
Attributes, relations and causal (e.g. 'because') idioms 
are banned because of r e f e r e n t i a l opacity. Indicator 
words such as ' t h i s ' , 'that', ' I ' , 'you', 'he', 'now', 
'here', 'then', 'these', 'today', 'tomorrow', are banned 
because they cause fluctuation i n truth values. 
Perhaps the points 1 - 5> and especially the l a s t 
point, w i l l serve to give a f a i r picture of the austerity 
I 0 Quine did not mention other types of counterfactuals. 
2. I b i d , page 222. 
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of Quine's canonical notations. As I said e a r l i e r I am 
not going to consider i n d e t a i l how Quine i n fact c a r r i e s 
out h i s programme of notational austerity. But I s h a l l 
consider in some d e t a i l how he c a r r i e s out this programme 
in connection with prepositional attitudes and propositions 
and with the related notions of meaning and synonymy. 
Before I do t h i s , I s h a l l give a quotation from Quine in 
which he sums up the features of his austere canonical 
notation. He writes :-
"When our objective i s an austere canonical form 
for the system of the world, we are not to r e s t with the 
renunciation of prepositional attitudes and the subjective 
conditional; we must renounce also the indicator words 
and ether sources of truth-value fluctuation. 'Because' 
and l i k e idioms of causal type ^o the way of the sub-
junctive conditional. With these and the prepositional 
attitudes set aside, and modality and intensional 
abstraction dropped, and quotation reduced to spelling, 
and the indicative conditional canalized, no evident 
reason remains for imbedding sentences within sentences 
otherwise than by truth functions and iguantificatien. 
How powerful t h i s combination i s has been borne out 
by extensive l o g i c a l regimentations of parts of science, 
e s p e c i a l l y mathematics, at the hands of Frege, Peano, and 
their s u c c e s s o r s . " ^ 
The Banning of Opaoue References s 
We have said e a r l i e r that Quine's main reason for 
excluding intensienal idioms and objects from his canon-
i c a l notation i s that intensions are not purely referent-
i a l , while i t i s with pure reference that the notation i s 
primarily concerned. Yet I have s t i l l to show jus t what 
Quine means by pure and impure reference and how he manages 
to shew that intensional idioms l i k e proposition attitudes 
and l o g i c a l modalities are r e f e r e n t i a l l y opaque. I begin 
1i I b i d , page 227. 
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with an explanation of terminology. 
Pure and Opaoue Reference j 
Ctosider, for example, Quine's comments on the 
following sentences: 
Giorgione = B a r b a r e l l i ? . . . . . . . . . . . ( l ) 
i n which the two names refer to one and the same person, 
and, 
Giorgione was so-called because of h i s s i z e . . . . . . . ( 2 ) 
Sentences ( 1 ) and ( 2 ) are both true, yet the r e -
placement of 'Giorgione' by 'Barbarelli' turns ( 2 ) into 
the falsehood : 
Ba r b a r e l l i was so-called because of his size . . . . ( 3 ) 
Also consider the sentences: 
Cicero = Tull y . , . . . . ( i | ) 
'Cicero' contains s i x l e t t e r s . . . . ( 5 ) 
both of which are true. Yet, the replacement of 'Cicero' 
by 'Tully' into ( 5 ) turns i t into the falsehood : 
'Tully' contains s i x l e t t e r s . ( 6 ) 
The reason for the f a l s i t y of ( 3 ) and ( 6 ) i s the 
f a c t that whereas the names concerned refer to certain 
persons i n ( 1 ) and {k)» and thus occur r e f e r e n t i a l l y , 
they do not refer to any such persons or physical e n t i t i e s 
when they occur i n ( 2 ) and ( 5 ) 0 ^ ^ ' The occurrence of 
these, names i n ( 2 ) and ( 5 ) i s therefore opaque or not 
purely r e f e r e n t i a l . I t i s this variation i n reference 
which i s responsible for the difference i n truth value 
between ( 2 ) and ( 5 ) » Quine i s using here the principle 
of s u b s t i t u t i v i t y as a c r i t e r i o n for pure reference. This 
p r i n c i p l e states that, given a true statement of identity. 
1 . "Reference and Modality" i n Prom a Logical Point of 
View. Page 1 3 9 . 
2 . I t i s rather unusual to put the statement "The man 
c a l l e d 'Giorgione' i s i d e n t i c a l with the man called 
' B a r b a r e l l i ' " i n the form of the equation Giorgione 
= B a r b a r e l l i . 
3 . Of cbiarse other than the marks on the paper. 
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one of i t s two terms may be substituted for the other 
i n any true statement and the r e s u l t w i l l s t i l l be true. 
This d i s t i n c t i o n between pure and opaque reference corres-
ponds to that which Frege^^^ makes between direct and ob-
lique occurrences. 
That the occurrence of 'Giorgione' i s not purely 
r e f e r e n t i a l can be seen better, i f we re-phrase (2) i n 
the following way s 
"Giorgione was c a l l e d IGiorgione* because of h i s 
s i z e . " 
Generally speaking the occurrence of names within 
quotation marks i s not purely r e f e r e n t i a l , because these 
do not simply r e f e r to objects named. Example (5) i l l -
u s t r a t e s the point. Quine explains t h i s i n the following 
way : "The p r i n c i p l e of s u b s t i t u t i v i t y should not be 
extended to contexts i n which the name to be supplanted 
occurs without r e f e r r i n g simply to the object. F a i l u r e 
of subsHtutivity reveals merely that the occurrence to 
be supplanted i s not purely r e f e r e n t i a l , that i s , that 
the statement depends not only on the object but on the 
form of the name. For i t i s c l e a r that whatever can be 
affirmed about the object remains true when we r e f e r to 
(2) 
the object by any ether name."^ ' 
Quantification and Opaque Reference 
I n reducing a l l i n d e f i n i t e singular (those singular 
terms which are generally formed by putting 'an' before 
them instead of 'the', ' t h i s ' , or 'that') terms to quant-
i f i e r s . According to Quine definite singular terms do 
1. "On sense and nominatum" i n F e i g l and S e l l a r s 
"Readings i n Philosophical Analysis" 
2. From a Logical, page lUO. 
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not affirm, pure e x i s t e n c e , a l l pure existence i s 
reduced to quantification. And since Quine's canonical 
notation i s concerned exclusively with pure reference, 
i t follows that quantification w i l l uniquely determine 
i t s r e f e r e n t i a l scope. To be i s to be a value of a 
bound va r i a b l e . I s i t possible to quantify over opaque 
terms, that i s terms with opaque reference? The answer 
must be that i t i s not possible, because such quantific-
ation would put terms with opaque references on the same 
footing as terms with pure or transparent reference. We 
have seen that t h i s cannot be done (at l e a s t i n the ex-
amples considered) because i t would lead to unintended 
fluctuations of truth-values i n sentences where a purely 
r e f e r e n t i a l term i s substituted for an opaque one. More-
over, such quantification would change the intended sense 
or s i g n i f i c a n c e of the sentences containing terms with 
opaque reference i n such a way as to give a f a l s e impres-
sion of pure reference; and thus an impression of the 
ontic committment involved i n them. 
Consider the following example : 
(1) A l i i s hunting a unicorn... 
To allow quantification into (1) i s to render i t i n the 
incorr e c t and misleading form, 
(2) ('3^)(x i s a unicorn. A l i i s hunting x) 
The incorrectness of (2) i s obvious since there are no 
unicorns i n the physical world. And quite apart from 
1. Quine makes the d i s t i n c t i o n between definite and i n -
d e f i n i t e singular terms on page 112 of Word and ob-
j e c t : Definite singular terms are the basic ones as 
fa r as the contrast between singular and general terms 
i s concerned. When they f a i l i n t h e i r reference a truth-
value gap r e s u l t s . By contrast, the indefinite sing-
u l a r terms do not r e s u l t i n such gaps when they f a i l 
i n t h e i r reference. They are just dummy singular 
terms, because they occupy, l i k e the r e a l definite 
singular terms, the subject position i n predication. 
When they f a i l i n t h e i r reference they merely r e s u l t 
i n falsehoods. 
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the zoological f a c t that^unicorns do not e x i s t , i t 
would be wrong to quantify into a sentence which con-
tains a verb of prepositional attitudes such as hunt-
ing, wanting, believing, desiring .. etc., or for that 
matter any term with opaque reference. Again, consider 
(3) Ernest i s hunting l i o n s . . . 
or 
(4) Ralph believes that there i s a spy... 
To quantify into (3) and (4) would change the usual 
senses of those sentences v i z . , 
(5) (3X)(X.J1S a l i o n . Ernest i n hunting x ) . . . 
and 
( 6 ) C'^x)(Ralph believes that x i s a spy)... 
The normal procedure i s to present (3) and (4) i n the 
following way which gives t h e i r " l i M i e r or notional 
sense"^^^ 
(7) Ernest s t r i v e s that ( 3 x ) ( x i s a l i o n . Ernest finds x) 
and 
(8) Ralph believes that ( 3 x ) ( x i s a spy).. 
Quine distinguishes between the notationalrsense of 
(3) and (4) as represented by (7) and (8) and t h e i r r e -
l a t i o n a l sense^^^ as represented by (5) and (6). To 
quantify into contexts of opaque reference i s to change 
t h e i r notational sense into t h e i r r e l a t i o n a l sense, where-
as only the former i s intended. And i n a canonical not-
ation where quantifiers determine the range of ontic 
existence, an object which cannot be represented as a 
value of a quantified variable, dees not objectively 
e x i s t . Objects of intension, because of t h e i r opacity 
of reference, cannot be represented as values of such 
v a r i a b l e s , and so they cannot be admitted into t h i s 
1. Quine : "Quantifiers and Prepositional Attitudes" 
printed i n the Journal of Philosophy, Vol.53.(1956) 
2. Quine did explain these two terms i n his essays, how-
ever, he seems to mean by the f i r s t formulation (7) 
and (8) of (3) and (4), and by the second formulat-
ions (5) and (6). 
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canonical, notation. 
Yet t h i s question of opacity of reference of i n t e n -
sional objects i s a r e l a t i v e one. I t i s r e l a t i v e to 
one's ontic world. I f one believes i n an "over-popul-
ated world" i n which not only physical objects count 
as e n t i t i e s but also objects of intension such as mean-
ings, propositions, a t t r i b u t e s , r e l a t i o n s and so on, etc., 
then the d i s t i n c t i o n between terms of pure and opaque 
reference w i l l cease to have any significance. But the 
trouble w ith such a world i s that i t i s flooded with 
intensional objects, and that we seem to lose sight of 
the ordinary physical things with which extension i s con-
cerned. Thus, instead of having the ordinary material 
object the planet Venus, we have perhaps the three i n t e n -
sional objects, Venus-concept, the Evening-Star-concept, 
and the Morning-Star-concept. I f we do t h i s , we s h a l l 
not be bothered any more by r e f e r e n t i a l opacity. But 
Quine argues that i s the price we pay f o r t h i s , i t i s 
obviously very high indeed, f o r i t c a l l s f o r the s a c r i f -
ice of our beloved ordinary world of persons and things. 
Quine writes 
"Observe now the extravagent price of thus p u r i f y i n g 
the universe. Concrete objects are banished i n favour of 
what Prege^^^ called senses of names, and Carnap^^^ and 
Church have called i n d i v i d u a l concepts. Numbers are 
banished i n favour of some sort of concepts which are 
r e l a t e d to the numbers i n a many-one way. Classes drop 
out i n favour of class-concepts or a t t r i b u t e s , i t being 
understood that two open sentences which determine the 
same class s t i l l determine d i s t i n c t a t t r i b u t e s unless 
they are a n a l y t i c a l l y equivalent. Unrestricted quant-
i f i c a t i o n i n t o modal sentences has been bought at the 
price of adopting an ontology of exclusively'intensioaal 
I , . From a Logical Point of View, page 153. 
2. The reference here i s to Frege's "On sense and Nomin-
atum". I n Feigl & Sellars' "Readings i n Philosophical 
Analysis. 
3. Meaning,and Necessity 
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or i d e a l i s t i c type. I t i s by no means the most g l a r i n g 
e v i l of such an ontology that the p r i n c i p l e of i n d i v -
i d u a t i o n of i t s e n t i t i e s rests invariably on the put-
ati v e notion of synonymy or a n a l y t i c i t y " . 
To t h i s Quinean view that the elimination of 
opaque reference i n order to allow f o r unrestricted 
q u a n t i f i c a t i o n , carries w i t h i t the inevitabDaiy of e l -
iminating a l l material things from the world. Carnap 
gives a d i r e c t reply. He writes 
" Quine says that the values of i n d i v i d u a l a • 
variables (e.g. 'x') i n modal systems l i k e and 
are i n d i v i d u a l concepts; on the other hand, he pres-
umably regards in d i v i d u a l s (concrete things or pos-
i t i o n s ) as the values of i n d i v i d u a l variables i n ex-
tens ional systems l i k e S-j^  and Sg. Now the decisive point 
i s the f o l l o w i n g : as explained previously ( 35), there i s 
no objection against regarding variables as having i n -
tensions as values provided we are not misled by t h i s 
formulation i n t o the erroneous conception, that the ex-
tensions have disappeared from the universe of discourse 
of the language..." 
However, Carnap would not hesitate to eliminate 
extensions (e.g. classes) i n favour of intensions (e.g. 
properties) i f he i s faced with a s i t u a t i o n where he can 
not have both. He writes : 
"Would i t be b e t t e r to take properties as prim i t i v e s 
and to define classes i n terms of properties or to take 
classes as p r i m i t i v e s and to define pSropecties i n terms 
of classes. We have explained four methods f o r the f i r s t 
(2) 
a l t e r n a t i v e . ^ ' Quine r e j e c t s i t f o r the reason that 
a property i s even more obscure than a class. Which of 
1. I b i d . Page 199. 
2« Carnap. Meaning and Necessity. Page 152. 
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the two i s more obscure and which i n t u i t i v e l y clearer 
i s a controversial question...; i t seems to be more 
psychological than l o g i c a l . However, I think that most 
logicians agree t h a t , i f the terms 'class' and 'property' 
are understood i n t h e i r customary sense, classes can be 
defined by properties, but i t i s hardly possible to 
define properties by classes; f o r a property determines 
i t s class uniquely, while many properties may corres-
pond to a given class ..." 
I cannot see how t h i s passage can be reconciled with 
Carnap's we l l known views on the Thesis of extensionality, 
which he advocates i n the Logical Syntax of language. 
According t o t h i s thesis, designations of intensions are 
replaced by designations f o r extensions, while predicates 
which are appropriate to intensions are replaced by corr-
esponding predicates appropriate to~expressions.*'"' 
On the other hand, one may question the view that •• 
properties are p r i o r to classes, and that a property 
uniquely determines a class. l e t us consider the prop-
e r t y of being a r a t i o n a l animal. Now, according to 
Carnap, t h i s property i s l o g i c a l l y equivalent to prop-
e r t y 'Human' ^ '^^  i n But the extension of 'Human' i n 
i s the class Human^^^ Thus the property 'Siman' 
uniquely determines the class':dr human beings; and more-
over i t i s p r i o r to i t since we only count as human those 
animals which display t h i s property of r a t i o n a l i t y . But 
suppose we countenance a creature from another planet, 
which or who does not belong to thehuman race and has a 
curious shape w i t h a t a i l and t h i c k h a i r , but neverthe-
less t a l k s and behaves exactly l i k e a human being, would 
we be prepared to count him or i t w i t h i n the class of 
humans? I t i s obvious t h a t , to say the least, the ques-
1, Meaning. Page 155. 
.2, Meaning. Page 154. 
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t i o n would need some deliberations* S i m i l a r l y , suppose 
we disdover i n some remote, and h i t h e r t o unknown island 
a p r i m i t i v e race which look very much l i k e human beings, 
i n that i t displays a l l the physical characteristics of 
humans, but which i s d r a s t i c a l l y i n f e r i o r i n i n t e l l i g e n c e 
to c i v i l i z e d humans, though remarkably more i n t e l l i g e n t 
than the cleverest animals, would we be ready to include 
t h i s race i n that of the human being ? Again the ques-
t i o n i s not easy to determine. At any rate i t looks as 
though i t i s the f a c t that members of the human race 
display c e r t a i n c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s among t h e i r fellow animals 
which subsequently suggests toothat the species human can 
be defined by the property "being r a t i o n a l animals,feather-
less* biped etc...." 
However, the"point at issue between Carnap and 
Quine here i s that i n view of the paradoxes of u n r e s t r i c t -
ive q u a n t i f i c a t i o n i n t o modal and other opaque intensional 
contexts, whether we should eliminate intensions or ex-
tensions. Quine favours the f i r s t a l t e r n a t i v e and es-
p e c i a l l y devises a theory of canonical notation to do 
t h i s . However, he i s prepared to accept Church's^"^^ 
proposal that i n order to avoid these paradoxes i n 
q u a n t i f i e d modalities" a variable must have an i n t e n -
sional range - a range, f o r instance, composed of a t t r i b -
utes rather than classies".^ ' But he warns that we w i l l 
then have to pay a high price indeed, namely to eliminate 
a l l ordinary physical objects. Carnap, as we have seen, 
does not accept t h i s . He says that extensions can be 
re-introduced i n quantified modal contexts very easily; 
Carnap writes s 
"Therefore, i f somebody i n s i s t s on regarding a des-
ignator as a nsime ei t h e r of i t s intension or of i t s ex-
1. A review of Quine's "Notes on Existence and Necessity" 
published in- Journal of Symbolic Logic (1943). 
2. Church's review of Quine's "Notes", 
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tension, then the f i r s t would be more adequate, espec-
i a l l y w i t h respect to intensional languages l i k e and 
Sg. I think there i s no essential objection against an 
ap p l i c a t i o n of the name-relation to the extent j u s t des-
cribed, f o r example, against regarding "Human" i n M^  and 
'H' i n as names of the property Human. The only reason 
5-';Tiirould prefer not to use the name-relation even here i s 
the danger that t h i s use might mislead us to the next 
step, which i s no longer unobjectionable. I n accordance 
wi t h the customary conception of the name-relation, we 
might be tempted to say s " I f 'Human' (or 'H') i s a 
name f o r the property Human, where do we f i n d a name f o r 
the class Himan ? We wish to speak, not only about prop-
e r t i e s , but also about classes; therefore, we are not 
s a t i s f i e d w i t h a language l i k e M^^ and Sg, which does not 
provide names f o r classes and other extensions"-. This 
I should regard as a misconception of the s i t u a t i o n . M^  
i s not poorer than M (the meta language) by not contain-
in g the phrase 'the class Human". Whatever i s expressed 
i n M w i t h the help of t h i s phrase i s tranlatable i n t o 
w i t h the help of 'Human'.."^^^ 
This point about t r a n s l a t i n g intensions i n t o exten-
sions might be correct, but i t i s hardly the point at 
issue now. The c r u c i a l point i s whether intensions and 
extensions can co-exist i n quantified modal contexts 
without leading to such paradoxes as "The number of 
planets i s necessarily greater than 7 " . These paradoxes 
were the r e s u l t of what Quine c a l l s opaque reference. 
Hence they are removed i f these opaque references are. 
banned. This banning w i l l p r a c t i c a l l y shup out a l l 
intensions; because they a l l display t h i s characteristic 
of opaque reference. Church, as we have seen, has solved 
t h i s issue by exclusively l i m i t i n g the range of his quan-
1. Carnap : Meaning and Necessity, page 158. 
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t i f i e d variables to intensions. Thus he does not commit 
himself to any e n t i t i e s of extensions. I n Church's sys-
tem, we lose our beloved ordinary physical things, as a 
price f o r avoiding paradoxes. But Carnap wants to r e t a i n 
both intensions and extensions and s t i l l avoid paradoxes. 
I do not think he encounters much success i n t h i s respect. 
I am i n c l i n e d t o agree w i t h Quine that i n order to 
make use of the p r i n c i p l e of universal s u b s t i t u t i v i t y i n 
a l l contexts without committing paradoxes we must bann a l l 
opaque references from our theory of communication,Church's 
method i s out, because i t eliminates ordinary physical 
objects. However, there i s a point which causes me a b i t 
of discomfort; and that i s even i f we i n fact eliminate 
a l l e x p l i c i t prepositional at t i t u d e s on the grounds that 
they are r e f e r e n t i a l l y opaque, i s n ' t i t the case that 
i n . p a r r y i n g out substitutions i n non-intensional contexts, 
we s t i l l r e l y on i m p l i c i t ; and assumed prepositional 
a t t i t u d e s ? C o n s i d e r , f o r instance, Quine's example: 
Giorgione = B a r b a r e l l i 
even i f we accept t h i s rather odd way of w r i t i n g people 
i n equations, i s n ' t i t the case that i n so doing, we are 
i n f a c t r e l y i n g on our knowledge that Giorgione and Bar-
b a r e l l i are one and the same person, and when we sub-
sequently interchange Giorgione f o r B a r b a r e l l i i n a l l 
non-opaque occurrences of the two names we are i n f a c t 
r e l y i n g upon t h i s i m p l i c i t prepositional a t t i t u d e . I n 
general i s n ' t i t the case that any statement, i n f a c t , 
involves the a t t i t u d e and knowledge of him who makes i t . 
I f , f o r instance, we had a long l i s t of a l l possible 
descriptions of Cicero, we could w r i t e ourselves a 
licence f o r exchanging one f o r the other. We could 
replace : 
1. This was pointed out to me by my supeirvisor Dr. P.J, 
F i t z p a t r i c k , l e c t u r e r i n philosophy at the University 
of Durham. 
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X = "the consul who denounced Ca*line l a t e r denounced 
Hark Antony" w i t h 
Y = "the author of Pro Caelio l a t e r denounced Mark Antony" 
But, we i n f a c t substitute Y f o r X only i f we have grounds 
f o r doing so. And Quine seems to take no account of 
these grounds. However, much more than t h i s i s required 
by way of c r i t i c i s m before Quine's theory of extension-
a l i t y can be discredited. This i s a l l the more so because 
Quine i s not maintaining the strong thesis that a l l i n -
tensional idioms are eliminable from, ordinary language. 
He i s simply t r y i n g to set up a theory of canonical 
notation i n which basic and irr e d u c i b l e intensional 
idioms are translated, without loss, i n t o an extensional 
language spe c i a l l y designed f o r s c i e n t i f i c discourse. 
Moreover, Quine i s not alone i n advocating a thesis of 
extens i o n a l i t y ; Russell, Carnap, Ayer, Kneale and others 
seem to accept t h i s thesis i n one version or the other. 
On the other hand, before t h i s thesis of extension-
a l i t y can be established, we need to show that new 
extensional language i s adequate f o r s c i e n t i f i c discourse, 
and (b) that i t i s not only as comprehensive as the ord-
inary intensional language, but also more e f f i c i e n t than 
i t . However, to pursue such a course i s not feasible i n 
the r e s t r i c t e d scope of t h i s t hesis, and so I s h a l l leave 
the issue at t h i s point, and w i l l , attempt i n what follows 
to show that Quine continues i n his campaign against 
intensions. Quine r e j e c t s propositions as intensional 
objects, because they lack a c r i t e r i o n of i d e n t i t y ; he 
does not accept the notion of l o g i c a l equivalence as 
such a c r i t e r i o n . 
Propositions and Synonymity ; 
We have already enumerated the various reasons which 
lead to the p o s i t i n g of propositions. We have also seen 
that i n Quine's canonical notation propositions are not 
needed as objects of prepositional a t t i t u d e s , because those 
Mho 
were shown to be r e f e r e n t i a l l y opaque and thus do not 
po s i t any object. But besides objects f o r prepositional 
a t t i t u d e s , propositions are posited as (1) that objects 
shared by sentences of the same meaning, i n much the 
same way as properties and a t t r i b u t e s are posited as 
those objects which are shared among the various things 
which possess them (2) they are also posited as t r u t h 
vehicles. 
(1) Propositions as Translation Constants : 
Quine says t h a t , contrary to current b e l i e f , the 
p o s i t i n g of pspositions as t r a n s l a t i o n a l constants, that 
i s to say as what i s shared between the sentences of 
d i f f e r e n t languages^^^ which have the same meaning, 
does not explain or c l a r i f y the enterprise of tra n s l a t i o n . 
Rather i t conveys a false picture of t h e i r enterprise. 
The reason why t h i s i s so i s that t h i s enterprise of 
t r a n s l a t i o n i n i t s r a d i c a l form - that i s , when the. . 
sentences to be translated belong to.a h i t h e r t o unknowm 
language - suffers from an incurable indeterminancy of 
r a d i c a l t r a n s l a t i o n : 
(2^ 
Quine writes^ ': 
"The t o t a l i t y of dispositions to speech behaviour i s 
compatible w i t h a l t e r n a t i v e systems of sentence-to-sent-
ence t r a n s l a t i o n so unlike one another thaii\ translations 
of a standi ng sentence under two such systems can even 
d i f f e r i n t r u t h value. Were i t not f o r t h i s s i t u a t i o n , 
we could hope t o define i n behavioural terms a general 
r e l a t i o n of sentence synonymy suited to t r a n s l a t i o n a l 
needs, and our objection to propositions themselves would 
thereby be dissipated. Conversely, since the s i t u a t i o n 
does obtain, the p o s i t i n g of propositions only obscures 
i t . The notion of proposition seems to f a c i l i t a t e t a l k 
lo Surely, we can t a l k of propositions f o r sentences 
inside one language. 
2. Word and Object, page 207. 
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of t r a n s l a t i o n precisely because i t f a l s i f i e s the nature 
of the enterprise.. I t fosters the pernicious i l l u s i o n 
of there being a uniquely correct standard of t r a n s l a t i o n 
of eternal sentences". 
This Quinean conclusion that i t i s not possible to 
give an extensional d e f i n i t i o n of synonymy or sameness 
of meaning i n terms of overt behaviour i s very much 
si m i l a r to that of Nelson Goodman^^^. Goodman seeks to 
explicate synonymy by mesuis of extensions of names. 
According to him terms have primary as well as secondary 
extension. Dor instance, the primary extension of 'unicorn' 
and of 'centaur' i s one and the same, namely the n u l l 
class. Yet 'unicorn' i s not synonymous with 'centaur', 
because the two terms have d i f f e r e n t secondary extensions 
which are designated perhaps by such predicates as 'unicorn-
p i c t u r e ' and 'centaur-picture". Por the two terms to be 
s t r i c t l y synonymous they must have i d e n t i c a l secondary as 
w e l l as primary extensions. But t h i s i s impossible, bec-
ause a secondary extension of a term could be anything, 
anything at a l l , that one may care to imagine. Prom t h i s 
Goodman concludes that ex^ct synonymy or sameness of mean-
ing does not e x i s t . Actually Goodman shares Quine's mis-
givings over the notion of a n a l y t i c i t y and the sharp d i s -
t i n c t i o n between analytic and synthetic t r u t h s . The 
agreement here between them i s more than accidental. 
I t goes without saying, then, that Quine and Good-
man (and others), r e j e c t as inadequate a l l current ex-
p l i c a t i o n of the notion of synonymy. Most of a l l , they 
do not accept Carnap's e x p l i c a t i o n of synonymy or 'mean-
i n g - i d e n t i t y ' i n terms of l o g i c a l equivalence. Perhaps 
one of the most important reasons which lead Quine to 
r e j e c t intensional objects i s the ground that they lack 
1. Goodman's "On likeness of Meaning", published i n 
Linsky's Semantics and the Philosophy of Language. 
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a clear p r i n c i p l e of individuation, (because.'logical 
equivalence' i s offered as a p r i n c i p l e of 'intensional 
i d e n t i t y ' ) . 
Quine writes^"''^ 
"There are good reasons f o r being discontented 
w i t h an analysis that leaves us with propositions, 
a t t r i b u t e s , and the rest of the intensions. Intensions 
are less economical than extensions ( t r u t h values, classes, 
r e l a t i o n s ) i n that they are more narrowly indivldtiated.The 
p r i n c i p l e of t h e i r i n d i v i d u a t i o n , moreover, i s obscure, 
.Commonly l o g i c a l equivalence i s adopted as the 
p r i n c i p l e of i n d i v i d u a t i o n of intensions..... 
But the relevant concept of l o g i c a l equival-
ence raises serious questions i n t u r n . . . " 
The serious questions which Quine refers to here are 
those which we discussed e a r l i e r when we considered his 
misgivings over the notions of a n a l y t i c i t y , semantical 
rules and meaning postulates, a l l of which are employed 
by Carnap i n his e x p l i c a t i o n of l o g i c a l t r u t h . For 
Garnap L-equivalence i s defined i n the following way : 
D e f i n i t i o n ^•'•^  
^'^ia L-equivalent to = B f ^  ^ ^ i.^^ L-true. 
I n other words two one-place predicates or desig-
nators Ox and Px are l o g i c a l l y equivalent i f and only i f 
they hold i n every state-description x thus, 
(x) (Px = Ox), 
For Carnap i f two designators, e.g.. Ox, Px are l o g i c a l l y 
equivalent then they have the same extension. 
D e f i n i t i o n ^ 
Two designators have the same intension i n (S-j^ ) = 
they are L-equivalent ( i n S2)(i.e. they have i d e n t i c a l 
intensions) 
Carnap devises a stronger version of t h i s p r i n c i p l e 
of i n d i v i d u a t i o n of intensions, namely that of intensional 
1. Meaning and Necessity, page 11. 
2. I b i d , page 23, 
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isomorphism. Two designators are intensionally isomor-
phic, or have the same intensional structure, i f they 
are not only l o g i c a l l y equivalent as wholes, but t h e i r 
parts should be l o g i c a l l y equivalent as w e l l . Gamap 
writes 
"....we s h a l l say that two expressions are in t e n -
s i o n a l l y isomorphic or that they have the same intension-
a l s t r u c t u r e , because they not only are L-equivalent as 
a whole, but consist of parts i n such a way that the 
corresponding ones^ ' are L-equivalent to one another 
and hence have the same intension". 
Carnap believes that mere intensional i d e n t i t y w i l l 
not be strong enough to define the notion of synonymity. 
He now hopes that intensional isomorphism i s strong en-
ough to explicate that extra feature of synonymity which 
seems to r e s i s t e x p l i c a t i o n by mere l o g i c a l equivalence 
as predicted of expressions as isholes. Carnap^^'quotes 
(4-) 
the f o l l o w i n g Qiiinean^ ' remark with apparent approval: 
"The notion of synonymity figures i m p l i c i t l y also 
whenever we use the method of i n d i r e c t quotations. I n 
i n d i r e c t quotation we do not i n s i s t on a l i t e r a l rep-
e t i t i o n of the words of the person quoted, but we i n s i s t 
on a synonymous sentence; we require reproduction of the 
meaning. Such synonymity d i f f e r s even from l o g i c a l equiv-
alence; and exactly what i t i s remains unspecified". Thus 
f o r Carnap two expressions are synonymous i f and only i f 
they are in t e n s i o n a l l y isomorphic. 
The most serious objections against t h i s Carnapean 
e x p l i c a t i o n of synonymy, apart from Quine's misgivings 
over the notion of L-equivalence, come from Linsky and 
B. Mates. 
1. I b i d , page 56. 
2. I made minor changes i n Carnap*s t e x t to s u i t my 
quotational purposes. 
3. I b i d , page 60. 
4. "Notes on Existence and Necessity". Journal of P h i l -
osophy (:^ 943. -
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Linsky^"'"^ advances the fol l o w i n g v a l i d objection 
against Carnap :- According to Carnap the one-place 
predicates A^  and A^, which have the same extension, 
can be put i n symbols i n the f o l l o w i n g ways, by 
A. = A. f o r (X)(A^X = A.x) assuming that (1) A. = A. 
to be true (1) w i l l be in t e n s i o n a l l y isomorphic t o ' (2) 
A. = A., since the corresponding parts of the two eq-
uations are equivalent, (2) can be expanbd i n the 
fo l l o w i n g way (3) (x)(A^ = A^x) yet (1) i s not int e n -
s i o n a l l y isomorphic t o (3) thus (1) i s intenal onally 
isomorphic (2) but not to i/s d e f i n i t i o n a l expansion (3) 
The reason why (1) i s not inte n s i o n a l l y isomorphic to (3) 
i s that the designator (x) i n (3) can not be corresponded 
to a s i m i l a r part i n ( 1 ) . 
M a t e s o b j e c t i o n to flarnap i s the following : Let 
"D" and "D" be abbreviations f o r two intensionally i s o -
morphic sentences. Then the fol l o w i n g two expressions 
are also i n t e n s i o n a l l y isomorphic : 
(1) Whoever believes that D believes that D. 
(2) Whoever believes t h a t D believes that D"'". 
The f o l l o w i n g sentence i s obviously true. 
(3) Nobody doubts that whoever believes that D believes 
that D. 
But (3) i s in t e n s i o n a l l y isomorphic to the following 
sentence which i s most l i k ^ f a l s e : 
( 4 ) Nobody doubts that whoever believes that D believes 
that D-^. 
According to Linsky, Hilary Putnam reports that 
Carnap thinks the theory of intensional isomorphism i n 
i t s present form cannot escape t h i s objection by Mates. 
1. The Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, Vol. 8. The section 
on "Synonymity" w r i t t e n by Linsky. 
2. For more explanation of 'intensional isomorphism' see 
Ch. 4 of t h i s thesis. 
3. B. iTates "Synonymity" i n Linsky's Semantics and the 
Philosophy of Language. 
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Synonymity and Interchangeability (salva v e r i t a t e ) : 
Benson Mates of f e r s his own p r i n c i p l e of i n t e r -
changeability (salva v e r i t a t e ) as an expli c a t i o n of 
synonymity. According to t h i s p r i n c i p l e two terms are 
synonymous i f and only i f they are substitutable f o r 
each other i n a l l contexts without changing the i n i t i a l 
t r u t h values of these contexts. For example consider 
the terms "bachelor" and "unmarried". Are they i n t e r -
changeable salva v e r i t a t e ? Quine says they are not bece 
ause i f we substitute 'unmarried' f o r 'bachelor' i n the 
folbwing sentence, we get a falsehood : v i z . 
"Bachelor" has eight l e t t e r s ....(2) ' 
We could object t o the above Quinean procedure by 
saying that the terms f o r which we are seeking to est-
a b l i s h the interchangeabiMty c r i t e r i o n are the ordinary 
names "bachelor" and "unmarried" which are used to des-
ignate e x t r a l i n g u i s t i c objects or nominata. Now, ob-
vio u s l y the term "bachelor" i s not used i n t h i s sense 
i n ( 1 ) ; rather i t i s used t o designate a name of a 
name which i s a word. So perhaps i t i s better t o r e -
w r i t e (1) i n such a way as to make t h i s point clear v i z . 
"bachelor" has eight l e t t e r s . . . ( 3 ) 
Thus we can not substitute "unmarried" f o r the word 
"bachelor". Apparently, Quine himself i s ready to con-
cede t h i s point but argues f u r t h e r that he does not 
accept t h i s amendment of the interchangeability c r i t e r i o n 
because i t appeals to unclear notion of wordhood. 
I n my opinion, quite apart from t h i s question of 
the u n c l a r i t y of the notion wordhood, the pr i n c i p l e of 
interch a n g e a b i l i t y salya v e r i t a t e i s faced with grave 
d i f f i c u l t i e s . Linsky^"^^ says that even i f we take the 
terms, which we seek to establish as synonymous as names 
i n the ordinary sense of designating e x t r a - l i n g u i s t i c 
1. Encyclopaedia of Philosophy ed. by Paul Edwards, 
Vol.8. The section on Synonymity, w r i t t e n by Linsky. 
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objects, the interchangeability c r i t e r i o n cannot be 
saved; f o r consider the fol l o w i n g example : 
The Brothers Karamazov i s Dosoyevsky's greatest novel..(4) 
Can we substitute "male s i b l i n g " for"brother" i n (4) ? Of 
course we cannot, otherwise we get the falsehood: 
The Male Siblings Karamazov i s ....(5) 
Also consider, 
Jones want to know whether a bachelor i s an unmarried man. 
...(6) 
Her also we cannot substitute "unmarried" f o r "bachelor" 
i n ( 6 ) , otherwise we might possibly get the falsehood : 
Jones wants to know whether an unmarried man i n unmarried. 
...(7) 
I f we accept Quine's p h y s i c a l i s t i c ontology, perhaps 
we could rephrase the cause of the f a i l u r e of the p r i n -
c i p l e of interchangeability salva v e r i t a t e i n (4) and ( 6 ) , 
i n terms of Quine's notion of r e f e r e n t i a l opacity which 
we explained e a r l i e r . Such r e f e r e n t i a l opacity i s quite 
clear i n ( 6 ) , because (6) i s an instance of the pro pos-
i t i o n a l a t t i t u d e s which I discussed e a r l i e r . 
So the f i n a l v e r d i c t on the concepts of synonymity 
and i d e n t i t y of meaning i s that we do not have a satisfac-
t o r y e x p l i c a t i o n of them.- Grice and Strawson admitted 
the importance of synonymity f o r the explication of anal-
j c t i c i t y ; yet they do not o f f e r any e x p l i c a t i o n f o r i t , 
although they expressed t h e i r b e l i e f that such an ex-
p l i c a t i o n i s not shown here to be impossible: they say 
that the f a c t that statements are confirmed i n groups 
"requires only a s l i g h t modification of the d e f i n i t i o n of 
statement-synonymy i n terms of confirmation and discon-
f irmation. " A l l we have to say now i s that two statements 
are synonymous i f and only i f any experience which, on 
c e r t a i n assumptions about the truth-values of other state-
ments, confirm or disconfirm: one of the pair i t also, 
on the same assumptions, confirms or disconfirms the other 
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to the same degree..,. We are not, of .^ocurse, concerned 
to defend such an account ( o f synonymy), or even to s t a t e 
i t w i t h any p r e c i s i o n . We are only concerned to show 
t h a t acceptance of Quine's d o c t r i n e of e m p i r i c a l confirm-
a t i o n does not, as he says i t does, e n t a i l g i v i n g up the 
attempt to define statement-synonymy i n terms of confirm-
a t i o n " ^•'•^  
We saw how d i f f i c u l t i t i s to make such an account 
of synonymy p r e c i s e when we considered a s i m i l a r account 
(2) 
by G.K. Herbert^ ' i n chapter three of t h i s t h e s i s . Yet 
stpart from t h i s , Quine would o b j e c t to such an account 
of synonymy on the ground of h i s theory of the i n d e t e r -
minacy of r a d i c a l t r a n s l a t i o n a l r e a d y mentioned. He 
would o b j e c t on the same ground to the account Carnap. 
g i v e s of synonymy i n h i s paper "Meaning and Synonymy i n 
N a t u r a l Language"^'^. Carnap was l e d to give an empir-
i c a l and pragmatic e x p l i c a t i o n of synonymy i n the above 
paper by Quine's o b j e c t i o n s to h i s previous e x p l i c a t i o n 
of i t i n terms"of l o g i c a l e quivalence. Since Quine demands 
an e m p i r i c a l and e x t e n s i o n a l account of synonymy, Carnap 
says he has "accepted h i s challenge to show t h a t an em-
p i r i c a l c r i t e r i o n f o r i n t e n s i o n concepts with r e s p e c t 
to n a t u r a l languages can be given". 
However I t h i n k t h a t Quine' s challenge i s s t i l l , 
t h e r e . I n order to meet t h i s challenge we have s e v e r a l 
o b l i g a t i o n s . 
F i r s t , w i t h r e s p e c t to the sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between 
a n a l y t i c and s y n t h e t i c t r u t h s , we need, to show, not only 
1. G r i c e and Strawson on " i n Defence of a Dogma". 
2. "The A n a l y t i c and the S y n t h e t i c " J o u r n a l of Symbolic 
L o g i c (1959) 
3. I n "Meaning and N e c e s s i t y " : appendix D pp.233. 
4. "Quine. on L o g i c a l Truth" by Carnap, published i n 
The Philosophy of R. Carnap ed, S c h i l p p . 
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that the application of t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i s clear, but 
that the very nature of the d i s t i n c t i o n i t s e l f i s ob-
vious. I t i s Waismann who complains against the a n a l y t i c / 
synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n on the ground that the boundaries 
of i t s a p p l i c a t i o n are uncertain, and that there i s an 
immensely large class of borderline cases which cannot 
be grouped as e i t h e r analytic or synthetic. I n his f i v e 
papers "Analytic/Synthetic" published i n Analysis. 
Waismann gave many examples of such borderline cases. I 
have not devoted much space i n t h i s thesis to discuss 
his views on a n a l y t i c i t y as presented i n those papers, 
because I think that the doubts he has about i t can be 
met by one of two strategies : 
(1) Those borderline cases which can be viewed as eith e r 
a n a l y t i c or synthetic can be determined by considering the 
cdtntext i n which these cases are stated. This point of 
the context has been brought out successfully, I think, 
by W.a. Walsh. -^^^ 
( 2 ) The other strategy that made by Hilary Putnam and 
others that the analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n , although 
v a l i d and clear, i s t r i v i a l , applying only to a few 
examples of t r u t h s . The majority of trut h s are such that 
i t does not make sense to ask whether they are analytic 
or synthetic. Putnama: w r i t e s : 
"My point i s not that there exists exceptional 
examples, but that there i s a f a r larger class of such 
statements than i s usually supposed. For example, t o 
ask a bad question. V i r t u a l l y a l l the laws of natural 
science are statements with respect to which i t i s not 
happy t o ask the question "Analytic or synthetic? I t must 
be one or the other, mustnAt i t ? " 
1. Walsh, "Analytic/Synthetic", published i n the Pro-
ceedings of the A r i s t o t e l i a n Society (1953) page 77. 
2. "The Analytic and the Synthetic", published i n Scien-
%i:^a^ Explanation, Space and Time, which i s Vol. I l l 
ox Minneso-ca s-uudxes i h the Philosophy of Science, page 
364. 
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Quine's objection to the drawing of the sharp d i s t -
i n c t i o n between analytic and synthetic t r u t h i s that there 
i s an essential obscurity and dubiousness i n the very 
nature of t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n , quite apatt from the issue wheth-
er i t s application i s clear or noto The obscurity which 
Quine i s eager to establish i n connection with that d i s t -
i n c t i o n can be compared with that which exists i n est-
imating the d i s t i n c t i o n between Tory and Whig i n eighteenth 
century p o l i t i c a l history,^''^ The d i s t i n c t i o n was not 
at a l l clear, nor did 'conceptual' characteristics claimed 
f o r the two parties help us very much i n determining whether 
a given man belonged to one or the othero People were 
grouped as Tories or V/higs on the basis of a m u l t i p l i c i t y 
of c r i t e r i a such as family background, interests etc. etco 
Now, the only explanation which the dualists, those 
who draw a sharp analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n , give of 
the notion of a n a l y t i c i t y i s that of t r u t h by l i n g u i s t i c 
meanings. namely the meanings of the Logical constants 
which go to constitute an analytic sentenceo The des-
criT?tive terras could be eliminated by t h e i r synonymies o 
Against the position of those dualists Quine raises 
the stubborn objections which I mentioned e a r l i e r , namely 
( 1 ) The l i n g u i s t i c or conventionalistic doctrine of anal-
y t i f f l i t y i s not satisfactory, or at least does not J u s t i f y 
the sharp discrimination of s c i e n t i f i c truths i n t o two 
separate compartments of analytic and empiricalo 
( 2 ) 'Meanings' and the whole domain of intensional objects 
are not indispensible and, moreover, not suitable f o r 
s c i e n t i f i c discourseo To get r i d of the concept, Quine 
(2) 
resolved lliis theory of meaning into two main components o' 
( i ) 'alike i n meaning* or 'synonymous* and ( i i ) 'having 
meaning' or'significant"o Quine writes^^^: "What had 
I 0 The analogy was suggested by Dro P o J« Fitzpatricko 
2 o Prom a Logical Point of View s "Meaning i n Linguistics" 
page hlo 
3o I b i d . , page k9o 
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teen the problem of meaning, "boils down now to a pair of 
problems i n which meaning i s best not mentioned, one i s 
the problem of making sense of the notion of s i g n i f i c a n t 
sequence, and the other i s the problem of making sense 
of synonymy"o 
( 3 ) I have e a r l i e r indicated Quine's misgiving over 
' synonymy* o Also I have maintained that the notion, 
apart from Quine's objections, i s s t i l l i n need of 
c l a r i f i c a t i o n o 
( 4 ) Most of the du a l i s t s , eogo Carnap, make use of the 
d i s t i n c t i o n between l o g i c a l and descriptive terms i n 
drawing a sharp analytic/synthetic distinctiono I 
have shown that t h i s use i s not Justifiedo Although 
Quine does not e x p l i c i t l y question the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between l o g i c a l and descriptive terras, yet his mis-
givings over the analytic/synthetic one could Tsrery 
eas i l y be extended to i t o Misgivings over the l o g i c a l / 
descriptive d i s t i n c t i o n have been voiced i n great length 
and d e t a i l bven by such dualists as Pap^ '^ o^ I t i s these 
misgivings about the problem of int e r p r e t i n g l o g i c a l 
constants and simila r consideration which led philosopher 
Putnam, i n his paper ali?eady mentioned, and Gewirth^^' 
to say that Quine's views can i n f a c t be reconciled with 
those of his opponents, and that the difference between 
them could be viewed as one of emphasis of context. 
While the gradualists (those who believe i n a gradual or 
difference of degree between analytic and synthetic 
t r u t h s ) emphasize a broad enveloping and all-embracing 
context of enquiry, the dualists or the dichotomists 
emphasize a more l i m i t e d and immediate uniqueness of 
such con text o However, I think that most of these r e -
concilatory attempts represent a s h i f t towards Quine's 
p o s i t i o n , C^o the extent that they do not, the difference 
I 0 Semantics and Necessary Truth ( 1 9 5 8 ) Yale Univ. Press. 
2 . "The D i s t i n c t i o n between Analytic and Synthetic Truths" 
i n Journal of Philosophy ( l 9 5 3)o 
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between Quine and his opponents seems as wide as ever. 
On the one hand, Quine says the d i s t i n c t i o n between anal-
y t i c and synthetic truths i s a matter of degree. What he 
means by t h i s i s that a l l truths without any discrimination 
whatsoever, are subject to ' r e v i s a b i l i t y - i n - p r i n c i p l e ' . 
There i s no special subset of truths which occupies the 
p r i v i l e g e d position of immunity from revision. Yet there 
are degrees i n our willingness to give up or revise truths 
to accommodate f o r new contrary experiences? thus there 
are c e r t a i n types of truthis which we easily give up when 
the need arises. These truths l i e at the boundary of our 
conceptual systems and may be called "empirical" i f we 
please provided that the term i s divorced from i t s usual 
connotation. Other types of truths are situated at the 
centre of our conceptual system. Quite naturally our 
reluctance to give them up w i l l be very great,because 
to give them up e n t a i l s a r a d i c a l revision of oui; system. 
But s t i l l they can be given up, i f t h i s i s unavoidable. 
Besides the need to cope with changing experience, what 
matters i s considerations of elegance and s i m p l i c i t y . 
On the other hand, the dichotomists maintain that 
there are certain truths which are true and v a l i d come 
what may, that i s to say quite independently of exper-
ience. Examples of such truths are those of mathematics 
and l o g i c . These truths are true by l i n g u i s t i c conven-
tio n s , which have nothing to do with f a c t u a l considerations. 
Such statements are analytic and are immxine from factual 
r e v i s i o n , precisely because they pxarport to say nothing 
at a l l about the world. They are tautologies or f a c t u a l l y 
vacuous. I n sharp contrast to these are empirical truths 
which are the ordinary ones of physics, biology, geog*~ 
raphy etc. 
Thus, these are the problems which have been raised 
i n connection with the analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n , 
and which would have to be overcome before, we could d i s -
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miss Quine*s doubts about the existence of a sharp 
analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n . But there are yet other 
problems which need to be solved before making such a 
dismissal. And the problems, we know by now, are com-
plic a t e d enough. The most iirgent of a l l these problems 
i s that of the a d m i s s i b i l i t y of intensions i n science. 
So l e t us consider i t f i r s t . 
( B ) The Thesis of Extensionality 
This i s the ambitious Quinean Thesis that i t i s poss-
i b l e to devise a canonical notation f o r s c i e n t i f i c d i s -
course which does not include any intensional idioms. 
That i s to say i t only makes use of such extensional 
objects as variables, sentences, t r u t h values and classes. 
The p r i n c i p a l questions concerning such a canonical not-
ation are 
( i ) I s i t possible, i n f a c t , to construct such a notation? 
( i i ) I s i t adequate f o r s c i e n t i f i c discourse ? 
( i i i ) I f i t i s possible and adequate, i s i t more e f f i c i e n t 
i n terms of clasEity, ease and economy of s c i e n t i f i c 
discourse than a language system which contains i n -
tensional idioms ? 
I t i s quite clear that these are both important and 
big questions, and i t i s not possible to attempt t h e i r 
answer i n t h i s thesis. Yet unless we answer them and ans-
wer the question we raised i n Section A, i t would not be 
possible to Judge Quine's solution to the problem of the 
analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n . As I have already sugg-
ested, Quine's problem i s not so much that of the e x i s t -
ence or non-existence of the d i s t i n c t i o n i t s e l f as the 
problem whether the supposed d i s t i n c t i o n i s i n fac t one 
of kind (as the dichotoraists.;. say) or one of degree (as 
he himself, with Tarski, Linsky, White, Goodman and others 
belie v e ) . I have said enough to support my b e l i e f that 
Quine's problem i s , i n my view, quite a genuine one, and 
moreover quite important, i n view of the importance of 
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the d i s t i n c t i o n f o r the theoretical foundation of 
semantics and f o r modern analytic philosophy. I have 
quoted Carnap on t h i s point several times, and he admits 
the urgency and importance of the above d i s t i n c t i o n . 
Carnap's views are of special importance, I think, because 
i n many cases, Quine formulates his views with special 
reference to him. On the thesis of extensionality which 
Quine advocates, 8arnap has t h i s to say.^^^ 
"The most radical'/method f o r eliminating any an t i n -
omy a r i s i n g i n connection with certain forms of expression 
consists i n excluding these forms e n t i r e l y . I n the case 
of the antinomy of the name-relation t h i s solution would 
consist of excluding a l l non-extensional contexts - i n 
other words, i n using a purely extensional language. To 
construct an extensional language system f o r certain r e -
s t r i c t e d purposes involves, of course, no d i f f i c u l t i e s . 
But t h i s i s not s u f f i c i e n t f o r the present purpose. I n 
order to eliminate the antinomy by excluding a l l non-
extensional contexts, i t would be necessary to show that 
f o r the purposes of any l o g i c a l or empirical f i e l d of 
investigation an extensional language system can be con-
structed; i n other words, that f o r any non-extensional sys-
tem there i s an extensional system i n t o which the former 
can be translated.^ ' The assertion to t h i s e f f e c t i s 
known as the thesis of extensionality. The problem of 
whether i t holds or not i s s t i l l unsolved ..... The 
question whether qn extensional language i s s u f f i c i e n t 
f o r the purposes of semantics w i l l be discussed l a t e r ; 
an a f f i r m a t i v e answer does not seem implausible, but 
the question i s not yet d e f i n i t e l y settled...." 
Carnap continues i n the same passage to bring out 
the question of e f f i c i e n c y and s i m p l i c i t y of the prop-
osed extensional language. He says J 
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2 . A c t u a l l y Quine's position i s rather that we can cons-t r u c t a canonical notation for.science i n which inten-sions do not show. 
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"...We should have to show, i n addition, that an 
extensional language f o r the whole of logi c and science 
i s not possible but also te c h n i c a l l y more e f f i c i e n t 
than non-extensional forms of language.Though extensional 
sentences fo l l o w simpler rules of deduction than non-
extensional ones, a non-extensional language often supplies 
simple forms of expressing;consequently, even the deduct-
ive manipulation of a non-extensional sentence i f often 
simpler than that of the complicated extensional sentence 
i n t o vHalch i t would be translated.Thus both forms of lan-
guage have t h e i r advantages;and the problem of where the 
greater overall, s i m p l i c i t y and e f f i c i e n c y i s to be found 
i s s t i l l i n the balance. Much more inve s t i g a t i o n of non-
extensional, and especially of modal language systems 
w i l l have t o be done before t h i s problem can be decided. 
Obviously, such an investigation., oannot f i t i n t o 
the l i m i t e d scope of t h i s t h e s i s . Yet i t i s quite r e l -
evant and important f o r any f i n a l Judgement on Quine's 
views on the analytic/synthetic distinction.So f o r these 
reasons, and others, some of which I have stated already, 
I s h a l l not, as I hoped I would, be able to pass a f i n a l 
v e r d i c t on who i s r i g h t and who i s wrong of the two sides 
of the debate on the question whe&her there i s a sharp or 
graduated analytic/synthetic distinction.Yet by and large 
my syipaifehy l i e s w i t h Quine; my i n t e r e s t has been roused 
a great deal by his challenging views. These views are 
highly unique and o r i g i n a l , and represent an admirable 
degree of coherence and consistency. This coherence and 
consistency i s quite evident i n his views about anal-
y t i c i t y . He seems to maintain the same views over a 
period of more than t h i r t y years; thus his early papers 
of the t h i r t i e s such as "Truth by Convention" are com-
plementary to and continuous with his most recent works 
such as Word and Object (1960.) Selected Logic Papers 
(1966) ^ '^K and The Ways of Paradox and other Bssays 
(19S6)^^\ . Yet, by and l a r ^ , the majority of 
1. Published by Handon House, Hew York and Toronto 
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his views are unpopular because of the revolutionary 
consequences they seem to e n t a i l , especially i n r e l a t i o n 
to analytic/synthetic d i s t i n c t i o n and quantified modal 
l o g i c . My position i n t h i s thesis i s that Quine i s as 
yet not refuted by the c r i t i c i s m of his opponents. I 
regret that I cannot pursue the matter any further i n t h i s 
thesis, but any f u r t h e r research i n t o t h i s problem of the 
analytic/synthetic dichotomy, should examine more closely 
Quine's theses of Extensionality and the related theses 
of the indeterminancy of Sadical Translation and Ontic 
committment. 
Some of the main conclusions arrived at i n t h i s thesis 
have been the foll o w i n g . 
(1) The h i s t o r i c a l account of the d i s t i n c t i o n between 
analytic and synthetic truths given by such philosophers 
as Kant and Leibniz were f oiind to be lansatisfactory. 
( 2 ) The d i s t i n c t i o n i s construed to be primarily a d i s t -
i n c t i o n between kinds, of tr u t h s , which are distinguished 
on the basis of t h e i r methods of J u s t i f i c a t i o n . I t i s a 
d i s t i n c t i o n between sentences, statements, judgements and 
propositions i n a secondary or derivative sense i n so f a r 
as truths and falsehoods are predicable .of them. 
( 3 ) The d i s t i n c t i o n as i s currently drawn i n contemporary 
philosophy envisages two kinds of truths:those which are 
tautologous or f a c t u a l l y vacuous and are. confirmable by 
l i n g u i s t i c considerations, and those which are empirical 
and are confirmable by f a c t u a l considerations. 
(i i ) Quine's misgivings about the d i s t i n c t i o n are mainly 
directed against t h i s contemporary way of drawing i t . 
( 5 ) I n the second Chapter Quine's attack on the d i s t i n c t i o n 
i s c r i t i c a l l y discussed and compared to the similar views 
of Waismann and White. Quine's attack i s seen to be the 
most vigorous and the most d i f f i c u l t to refute. 
( 6 ) D i s t i n c t i o n i s one of degree not of kind. 
( 7 ) I n the t h i r d Chapter the conclusion was reached that 
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Quine's attack on the absolute d i s t i n c t i o n between analy-
t i c and necessary truths i s not set o f f by Grice and 
Strawsbn's defence of i t . Quine's notion of graduated anal-
y t i c i t y and f a c t u a l i t y seems to be correct. 
( 8 ) I n the f o u r t h Chapter, Quine's view that there i s no 
t r u t h either by l i n g u i s t i c and conventionalistic consid-
erations alone or by fac t u a l considerations alone, i s 
generally upheld against the views of his opponents on 
t h i s point; i n p a r t i c u l a r l o g i c a l truths do not seem to 
be l i n g u i s t i c . The consideration of Quine's views on the 
nature of l o g i c a l truths i s a preparation to his views on 
intensions. 
(9) Quine's formulation of the suggested 'canonical notat-
ion' as an extensional language f o r science seems to be 
a l r i g h t i n i t s e l f , i n the sense that i t i s a coherent 
regimentation of ordinary language. I n t h i s 'canonical 
notation* intensional idioms are not admitted on the 
score that they lead to paradoxes. 
However, Quine i s not saying that we can do without 
Intensional idioms when engaged i n ordinary t a l k . These 
are irreducible as f a r as the p r a c t i c a l d a i l y conversation 
i s concerned. 
The questions whether Quine's 'canonical notation' can 
be maintained and whether i t i s adequate and more e f f i c -
ient f o r s c i e n t i f i c communication are not discussed here. 
Nevertheless, his essential thesis that there are grad-
uations of a n a l y t i c i t y and a p r i o r i t y can be sympathised 
with, at least on the ground that the r i v a l dichotomist 
theories of a n a l y t i c i t y do not seem to be satisfactory. 
Since the s p i r i t of t h i s thesis i s more sympathetic 
w i t h Quine, I s h a l l end i t with the following quotation 
from a more recent a r t i c l e by him. He writes^^^ 
"The statement that momentiim i s proportional to 
1. The Ways of Paradox and other Essays, See "Necessary 
Truth (1963;" page 40. 
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v e l o c i t y was supposed to be mathematically necessary be-
cause that d e f i n i t i o n , when expanded, turned the statement 
i n t o a mathematical t r i v i a l i t y . I t may w e l l , i f my scept-
icism i s over the definition,, to forget the d e f i n i t i o n and 
turn our attention to the mathematical t r i v i a l i t y i t s e l f : 
"Mass times ve l o c i t y i s proportional to velocity" How i s 
t h i s f o r a case of mathematical necessity ? 
Admirable,certainly. But i s even t h i s necessity 
somehow d i f f e r e n t i n kind from what can be a t t r i b u t e d to 
ordinary truths of physical theory or other natural sent-
ences? A long-standing doctrine says that i s i s ; and I 
should l i k e to conclude my remarks by questioning that 
doctrine. I t depends, I think, upon a terminological 
boiuidary between physics and mathematics. 
Thus, l e t us begin by supposing that we have somehow 
drawn a boundary across the face of physics, at some points 
quite a r b i t r a r i l y , so as to separate a more speculative 
and t h e o r e t i c a l h a l f of physics from a more experimental 
and empirical h a l f . Let us c a l l the one side theoretical 
physics and the other experimental physics. Now i t 
s t r i k e s me that the contrasts that people are prone to 
draw between pure mathematics such as arithmetic, on the 
one hand, and physics on the other, can be drawn just as 
we l l between the o r e t i c a l physics and experimental physics. 
People say that physics i s about the world, that i t 
has empirical content, while arithmetic and other parts 
of pure mathematics do not. They grant that these math-
ematical disciplines have t h e i r motivation and t h e i r 
u t i l i t y i n the application to physics and other natural 
sciences, but they called t h i s a matter only of motivation 
and application, not content. Now why can we not say 
precisely t h i s of t h e o r e t i c a l physics, ftn r e l a t i o n to 
experimental ? Certainly, i t has i t s motivation and 
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u t i l i t y i n applications to experimental physics; but why 
not say that t h i s again i s a matter only of motivation and 
not of content ? I think our not saying t h i s i s an accid-
ent of nomenclature. Theoretical and experimental physics 
are both called physics; we see them as part of a single 
systematic enterprise, connecting ultimately with observ-
at i o n . Pure mathematics, on the other hand, p a r t l y because 
of i t s u t i l i t y i n natural sciences other than physics, i s 
segregated i n name; so we do not see i t as Just a further 
part of a broader systematic enterprise, s t i l l connecting 
ul t i m a t e l y with the observations of experimental physics 
and other natural sciences. 
Boundaries between disciplines are useful f o r deans 
and l i b r a r i a n s , but l e t us not overestimate them - the 
boundaries. When we abstract from them we see a l l of 
, acience-physics, biology, economics, mathematics, logic 
and the rest - as a single sprawling system, loosely con-
nected i n some portions but disconnected nowhere. Parts 
of i t - l o g i c , arithmetic, game theory, theoretical parts 
of physics - are fxirther from the observational or ex-
perimental edge; and the theoretical parts are good only 
as they contribute i n t h e i r varying degrees of i n d i r e c t -
ness to the systematising of that content. 
I n p r i n c i p l e , therefore, I see no higher or more 
austere necessity than natural necessity; and i n natural 
necessity, or our a t t r i b u t i o n s of i t , I see only Hume's 
r e g u l a r i t i e s , cul/minating here and there i n what passes 
f o r an explanatory t r a i t or the promise of i t " . 
I t seems to me that the way i n which mathematical 
and l o g i c a l formulae f i t so n i c e l y and are applied so 
e f f e c t i v e l y i n empirical sciences favours such a view of 
knowfedge more than i t favours the r i v a l d i v i s i v e and 
dichotomistic approach. 
( i ) 
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